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ABSTRACT 
 
 This study documents the development of the Transgender Individuals and their 
Partner’s Identity Processes Scale (TPIPS). Research on how transgender individuals and 
their partners reexamine the labels they assign to their sexual identities in the context of a 
social transition is limited; indeed, many of the extant scales of sexual identity 
development focus upon sexual identity development in isolation or as an individualistic, 
linear process. Additional research is needed to honor the experiences of and to facilitate 
clinical exploration of sexual identity with this population. The present study develops a 
scale that can be used clinically with transgender individuals and their partners to more 
fully explore their experiences as they or their partner transitions as well as in the 
development of future research with this population. The need for this measure was 
developed from qualitative inquiries into the experiences of transgender individuals and 
their partners as well as from the social cognitive theory and sexual identity literature.  
 The TPIPS was developed utilizing an intersectional framework. Drawing upon 
established qualitative literature as well as responses obtained in a focus group, the TPIPS 
was hypothesized to be comprised of four domains: Identity Deferral, Identity Revision, 
Identity Consolidation, and Social Processes. Item content and format was generated based 
on a literature review and feedback obtained via a focus group. The item pool was 
subjected to expert review and revised accordingly. The items were pilot-tested and revised 
in accordance with participant feedback. The items were then subjected to an additional 
expert review. The final forty-one items were tested in a sample of 195 transgender 
individuals and their partners. The data were analyzed via exploratory factor analysis, and 
  iii 
the factor structure was confirmed in a confirmatory factor analysis. Four domains 
emerged from these analyses: Identity Deferral, Identity Revision, Partner Pressure, and 
Social Pressure. Implications for future clinical and research endeavors are discussed as are 
the limitations inherent to this study.   
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CHAPTER I  
INTRODUCTION 
 
Humans, as social beings, enter the interpersonal and intrapersonal world through 
language (Duyker, 1950). Indeed, language provides a foundation for communication of 
the self to another. It serves as an “interface between minds” and affords entrance to 
extensive world knowledge (Smith, 2006, p. 942). The acquisition of collective knowledge 
and meaning ascribed to words provides access to a shared system and means by which an 
individual communicates their thoughts and inner worlds with others (Smith, 2006). The 
assignment of language and labels to the self creates the ability to provide information 
about who we are and how we relate to the outside world and social groups. Identity and 
the language thereof is of the utmost import to sexual and gender minorities. For these 
individuals, these labels are key to admittance to the LGBTQIA+ community, as well as 
the social support provided therein. A change in identity label or the perception of identity 
may threaten rules or norms established by the group regarding identity, which in turn 
jeopardizes an individuals’ belonging in the group (Forsyth & Elliott, 1999). This is a 
central issue for transgender people and their partners who process how gender transition 
impacts how they label their sexual identity and how others perceive their sexual identity. 
To date, there is limited research on how gender transition may impact how transgender 
and gender-nonconforming (TGNC) individuals and their partners assign language or 
navigate dissonance related to their sexual identities. The development of knowledge in 
this area may aid both researchers and counselors better understand the experiences and 
identity development processes of this increasingly visible segment of the population. 
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Therefore, a scale of sexual identity processes would be of use to both counselors and 
researchers in facilitating exploration into transgender individuals and their partners’ 
exploration of sexual identity and in assessing its impact on outcomes such as relationship 
satisfaction, community belongingness, and mental health. 
Identities are socially constructed; no identity can be created or considered in a silo. 
Individuals exist within systems and develop complex, intersecting identities by interacting 
with other people, groups, communities, and society. Membership within complex systems 
impact individuals, their mental health, and their identities or roles; in turn, individuals 
impact their systems by challenging paradigms and group norms. To understand an 
individual and the development of identity, one must understand the relationships between 
the individual, their identities, and the impact of living at the intersection of various 
identities. As sexual identity and social perception of sexual identity are inherently 
political, TGNC individuals and their partners may experience a shift in social power and 
privilege as they shift from membership within a marginalized to majority group or vice 
versa. Partners of TGNC individuals may also experience dissonance between how they 
identify their sexual identity personally and how their identity is perceived socially, 
causing them to choose whether to honor their identity and "out" their partner as 
transgender or honor their partner's gender identity while muting their own. Understanding 
the self as a social construction is, therefore, paramount to understanding the complexities 
and nuances associated with shifts in power and privilege, intersecting identities, and 
discord between public and private selves in TGNC individuals and their partners. 
There is a need to increase the knowledge base regarding the unique experiences 
and identity development processes of TGNC individuals and their partners as these 
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previously invisible groups gain increased visibility. As of 2011, an estimated nine million 
adults identified as LGBT, with 3.5% of the United States population identifying as a 
sexual minority and 0.3% identifying as transgender (Gates, 2011). Further, an estimated 
one in 11,900 males and one in 30,400 females are transsexual (O'Neil, McWhirter, & 
Cerezo, 2008; Van Kesteren, Gooren, & Megens, 1996). As the self is a social construct, 
there is a need for a means by which the complexities of intersecting identities may be 
measured and understood to honor the needs and experiences of individuals holistically. 
Sexual identity and gender identity are separate but related constructs with separate 
identity development processes that may occur at different developmental stages 
(American Psychological Association, 2015; Savin-Williams & Diamond, 2000). 
Therefore, transgender and gender nonconforming individuals may identify as lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, or as any identity across the sexual orientation spectrum, using their gender as a 
reference point for their sexual orientation (American Psychological Association, 2016). 
However, most models of transgender identity development focus purely on the 
development of gender identity (e.g., Lev, 2004) and models of sexual identity 
development purely on sexual orientation (e.g., Cass, 1979), overlooking the experiences 
of those at the intersection of these identities. In a study of the development of sexual 
identity in female-to-male (FTM) transgender individuals, Bockting, Benner, and Coleman 
(2009) found that cross-gender feelings to precede those regarding sexual identity, and that 
sexual identity was often not solidified for participants until they felt secure and 
comfortable with their gender identity. Labels chosen for their sexual identity included 
gay, bisexual, and queer. Further, residing at the intersection of minority gender and sexual 
identities often presented a unique challenge to these individuals, as they face an increased 
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risk of rejection by families, friends, and communities (Bockting, Benner, & Coleman, 
2009). 
The present study proposes a quantitative means to measure sexual identity 
renegotiation. Sexual identity renegotiation, as defined in this study, is the process by 
which an individual, in response to a change in a social aspect of their identity, navigates 
challenges to previously resolved stages of sexual and psychosocial identity development 
and revisits the language by which they label their sexual identity. In this process, 
individuals may forgo labeling their sexual identity, revise the language by which they 
describe their sexual identity, or choose to maintain their sexual identity label despite a 
change in how their sexual orientation may be perceived socially. The definition and 
quantitative measurement of sexual identity renegotiation will allow researchers to 
understand the intersection of the social and personal self as well as of sexual and gender 
identity. The proposed scale will serve as a means by which researchers and clinicians may 
come to understand how the sexual identities of partners of transgender and gender 
nonconforming individuals are challenged, modified, or unchanged following a change in 
their gender identity or a change in their partners' gender identity. As existing research 
regarding the sexual identity development processes of TGNC people and their partners is 
predominantly qualitative, this scale will facilitate future quantitative research with these 
populations and foster greater understanding of their experiences. The scale will also have 
clinical utility, as clinicians may utilize it to guide exploration of the experiences of their 
TGNC clients and their partners. It may also serve to provide insight into TGNC 
individuals and their partners' negotiation of different aspects of identity such as their 
public versus private selves. 
  5 
Introduction to Terminology and Constructs of Identity 
The distinctions between sex, gender identity, and sexual identity must first be 
established as a foundation for the terminology utilized in the present study. Sex refers to 
an individual's biology, that is, their categorization as female, male, or intersex based upon 
their sex chromosomes, genitalia, hormones, gonads, and internal reproductive organs 
(American Psychological Association, 2011). Gender, on the other hand, is a social 
construct. It involves performative and social aspects and a "stylized repetition of 
acts...understood as the mundane way in which bodily gestures, movements, and 
enactments of various kinds constitute the illusion of an abiding gendered self" (Butler, 
1988, p. 519). Gender and gender norms vary based on one's culture. Behaviors and 
psychological characteristics which align with cultural expectations regarding one's 
biological sex (i.e., femininity associated with females) are considered normative whereas 
those behaviors and attitudes that do not align with cultural expectations of one's biological 
sex are considered gender non-conforming (American Psychological Association, 2011; 
Morrow & Messinger, 2006). The construct of gender comprises gender identity and 
gender expression. Gender identity refers to an internal sense of being male, female, 
transgender, or as outside of traditional categories of gender. Gender expression refers to 
how one expresses their gender to others or physically manifests their gender through their 
behaviors, clothing, grooming, or vocal inflection (American Psychological Association, 
2011; Bilodeau & Renn, 2005; Wilchins, 2004). Sexual orientation refers to an individual's 
physical and romantic attraction to those of the same or different gender (Sell, 1997). A 
person may, for example, label their sexual orientation as gay, lesbian, bisexual, pansexual, 
queer, hetero/homoflexible, or omnisexual to define their behavioral or psychological 
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attraction to others of the same or another gender (Clark, 2013; Sell, 1997). They may be 
romantically or psychologically attracted to another individual without being sexually or 
behaviorally attracted to them or vice versa. Such is the case with those who identify as 
being asexual or aromantic, or as not experiencing sexual or romantic attraction, 
respectively (Asexual Visibility and Education Network, 2012). Sexual identity is, more 
specifically, the label adopted by individuals for the purpose of communicating who they 
are as a sexual being – that is, whom they are sexually and romantically attracted to – to 
others (Grollman, 2017). It is also important to note that gender, gender identity, gender 
expression, and sexual orientation are separate constructs; therefore, one's gender identity 
or expression does not determine or predict one's sexual orientation (Morrow & Messinger, 
2006). One could, for instance, identify as transgender and lesbian, as female and 
pansexual, as male and heterosexual, or any other combination of gender identity, gender 
expression, and sexual orientation. 
Associated with the term transgender is a vibrant social and political history. The 
term is often attributed to the writings of Virginia Prince in the 1960's, who used the term 
to refer to those individuals who alter their gender without surgical intervention to operate 
within a social role and gender expression that differs from their sex assigned at birth 
(Stryker & Whittle, 2006). The meaning of the term evolved and expanded in the 1990's 
within a series of writings by Leslie Feinberg to refer to individuals who challenge societal 
gender norms and are oppressed politically as a result (Feinberg, 1996; Stryker, 2015).  
Building upon Feinberg's work, the term transgender is today used as an "umbrella" term 
describing a spectrum of identities for any individual who has traversed normative gender 
lines or the gender binary (Wilchins, 2004, p. 26). The term transgender may include those 
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who identify as trans men, trans women, pre, post, or non-operative, androgynous, 
agender, multigender, genderqueer, non-binary, bigender, or gender fluid, to name a few 
(American Psychological Association, 2016; Trans Student Educational Resources, 2016). 
Terminology for those who identify as outside societal gender norms also varies across 
cultures. For example, some indigenous North Americans and Indians use the term Two 
Spirit or Hijra, respectively, to refer to those who cross gender lines or represent a gender 
that is neither male nor female (Sharma, 2012; Trans Student Educational Resources, 
2016). 
Within the LGBTQIA+ community, there exists a significant amount of variation 
in language use, identity label, and experiences. Queer communities of color utilize 
different labels for sexual orientation, including "same-gender loving," "down low," 
"MSM" (men who have sex with men), or "MSMW" (men who have sex with men and 
women) (Harris & Battle, 2013; Herdt, 1997; Parks, 2001; Rosario, Schrimshaw, & 
Hunter, 2004). Generational and age differences in self-selected identity labels are also 
present in the LGBTQIA+ community. While traditional labels as "gay" may still have 
relevance and meaning for contemporary sexual minority youth (Russell, Clarke, & Clary, 
2009), sexual minority identity labels have vastly expanded to be inclusive of fluid 
identities (Savin-Williams, 2011). Sexual minority youth may also be more likely to 
endorse a resistance towards or ambivalence about identity labels than older generations 
(Russell, Clarke, & Clary, 2009). Further, there exists intragroup marginalization, 
biphobia, transphobia, and misogyny within the LGBTQIA+ community (Fassinger & 
Arseneau, 2007; Weiss, 2004). It is, therefore, important to acknowledge the influence of 
culture and intersectionality on sexual identity labels.   




 In his 1994 Model of Lesbian-Gay-Bisexual Development, D’Augelli stresses that 
sexual identity development is a “dynamic process,” heavily impacted by social context (p. 
330). Indeed, as social beings humans “think and become in a succession of interactions in 
a series of relationships.” They have “as many social selves as there are individuals who 
recognize” us (Barone, Maddux, & Snyder, 2012, p. 13; James, 1890/1983, p. 281, as cited 
in Barone, Maddux, & Snyder, 2012). The dynamic process of identity may be especially 
salient for transgender individuals and their partners as they react to changes in themselves, 
their partners, their interpersonal roles, and the social perception of their identities.   
 The self, from a social cognitive view, is a product of an individual’s interactions 
with others and thus a social phenomenon as individuals define themselves how they think, 
feel, and behave towards others (Maddux, 2010). Because the self is socially embedded, it 
is “not simply what people bring to their interactions with others; they are created in these 
interactions, and they are changed by these interactions” (Maddux, 2010, p. 418). Indeed, 
people often describe themselves in terms of how they relate to others or as members of 
social groups (Baumeister & Twenge, 2003). The self is, then, a dynamic process rather 
than an outcome as it reacts to new information and interacts with other social groups or 
cultures. The idea of the inherently interpersonal nature of the self is embedded within the 
very definition of sexual identity or orientation. Sexual orientation is a persistent pattern of 
emotional, romantic and sexual attractions as well as an individual’s sense of self based 
upon these patterns and membership within a larger community of like others (American 
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Psychological Association, 2016). Sexual identity, then, is dependent upon how an 
individual thinks, feels, and behaves towards others. An alteration of this pattern may 
change not only the individual’s identity but also their membership in social groups.  
 The process of sexual identity renegotiation for TGNC people and their partners 
may be subject to social influence. Indeed, according to the principles of commitment and 
consistency, once a choice is made there are both intrapersonal and interpersonal pressures 
(such as the avoidance of stigma or social disdain associated with being perceived as 
inconsistent) that influence people to behave in a manner consistent with that stand. This 
social influence is intensified if the commitment or choice is public, effortful, freely 
chosen, and written, as it strengthens the inclination to behave in ways that are consistent 
with the commitment. These interpersonal pressures may result in the limitation of the 
future behavior of the individual, alteration of their self-image, and the individual acting in 
a manner contrary to their best interests or self (Cialdini, 1989).  
Automatic responses, or unconscious habits to be automatically consistent 
regardless of context, provide mental “shortcuts” through which an individual avoids 
exploration of issues and acts in accordance with previous choices. An individual who has 
previously resolved developmental conflicts of role confusion or has successfully 
navigated stages of sexual identity development may cease exploring their identity once a 
label is chosen. However, a change in theirs or their partners' gender identity may present a 
significant challenge to these “consistency tapes,” presenting the individual with stress 
associated with coming out to themselves and others with a different identity label. 
Further, it may present the threatening notion of not knowing themselves to be as they 
thought they were (Cialdini, 1989, p. 147). This may come at the cost of the suppression of 
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living as one's “actual self,” hinder the ability to explore oneself fully, discourage outward 
expression or discussion of sexual or gender fluidity, and impact well-being. Applied to 
sexual identity, an individual “commits” to an identity label in the coming out process (a 
public, sometimes written, and highly effortful act) and experiences the interpersonal and 
intrapersonal pressures to behave in accordance with that label. Commitment to accepted 
ideas of what it means to be LGBT and associated automatic thinking and social pressures 
to adhere to these norms could also perpetuate the stigmatization of changing one’s sexual 
identity label as “inconsistent,” leading some to act or live in discord with internal desires 
or identity. Interpersonal pressure to act consistently with identity commitments may 
manifest in a TGNC individual or their partner moving to either identity deferral or 
identity consolidation in the individual either eschewing an identity label altogether or 
maintaining their identity label despite changes in theirs or their partner’s gender identity. 
 Partners of transgender and gender non-conforming individuals may experience 
pressure to change their sexual identity label to affirm the gender identity of their partner, 
and through this may be subject to social influence by way of conformity, compliance, or 
obedience. Conformity occurs when one’s actions or opinions change to align with those 
of others. Compliance, too, involves a change caused by others but suggests a reluctant 
rather than private acceptance. Finally, obedience implies a change in response to a direct 
order from another person (Forsyth, 2014). Social influence by way of conformity may be 
particularly salient for partners of TGNC individuals. Partners may experience increased 
pressure to conform and adjust their identity label to affirm their partner’s identity with the 
increased cohesion of their dyad (Forsyth, 2014). That is, as the length of and commitment 
to the relationship increases, so too does the pressure to conform. Conformity also serves 
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to dissuade disagreement, rejection, and conflict. Indeed, most individuals experience 
strong emotional responses, including anxiety, when they have violated a group norm or 
refuse to conform (Glasford, Pratto, & Dovidio, 2008). They may also experience 
cognitive dissonance, holding conflicting thoughts about their identities simultaneously 
and discovering that their identity may not be in alignment with that of their partner 
(Festinger, 1957; Glasford, Pratto, & Dovidio, 2008). Cognitive dissonance may occur 
when a partner transitions as the partner navigates how to affirm their partner’s identity or 
their own previously established identity. This dissonance, combined with social pressure 
to conform to the established dyad and fears of ostracism, may influence how a partner 
proceeds to renegotiate their sexual identity or to change, maintain, or defer their sexual 
identity label. Pressures to conform may, for example, lead the partner to revise their label 
to avoid the negative emotional reactions associated with the violation of a group norm 
despite their values.  
 Transgender individuals and their partners may respond cognitive dissonance and 
attempt to reconcile their internal self-concept and social perception in many ways. 
Following a social cognitive model, people may assimilate, accommodate, or over-
accommodate new information with prior schemas. Assimilation involves the alteration of 
new information to make it align with prior beliefs. Accommodation is the alteration of 
beliefs to incorporate new information. Over-accommodation is the complete revision of 
beliefs to attain a sense of control (Resick, Monson, & Chard, 2016). In the same way, 
TGNC individuals and their partners receive new information about themselves that 
challenges prior beliefs or schemas and may engage in the aforementioned response 
patterns. In keeping with the work of Brown (2009), assimilation may align with identity 
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consolidation wherein a previously established identity is maintained while affirming the 
gender identity of the TGNC partner. Accommodation, on the other hand, may align with 
identity revision as the partner changes their label to affirm their partner’s identity, and 
over-accommodation may align with identity deferral as the individual is unable to resolve 
or reconcile the new information with prior beliefs, leaving them without an identity label 
that honors their experiences.  
 Both internal and external events may act as threats to an individual’s identity. 
Breakwell (1988) defines a threat to identity as occurring when “the processes of identity 
formation (assimilation-accommodation and evaluation) are, for some reason, unable to 
comply with the identity principles (self-esteem, distinctiveness and continuity, and 
possibly others) which habitually guide their operation” (p. 196). The social or personal 
meaning of the change must be considered to understand its power to threaten identity. For 
example, an interpersonal event that is socially acceptable may have less power to threaten 
identity than an event or change that is negatively perceived by one's social group. In 
response to a threatened identity, individuals may engage in coping strategies or activities 
aimed at removal of the threat. According to Breakwell (1988), coping strategies may have 
one or more of the following targets: removal of either material or ideological aspects of 
the social context; the individual moving into a different, less threatening social position; 
or revision of the identity structure (pp. 197-198). Breakwell’s (1988) coping strategies 
may have implications for sexual identity renegotiation. In navigating their response to 
their threatened identity, TGNC individuals and their partners may end the relationship or 
engage in identity deferral (removal of material or ideological aspects of social context) or 
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may alter or revise their sexual identity label (move to a new social position or revise the 
identity structure).  
Sexual Identity 
 Sexual identity can be conceptualized as "the choice of a particular perspective 
from which to make sense of one's sexual feelings and behaviors" (Weinberg, Williams, & 
Pryor, 1995, p. 292). It reflects the individual's consideration of the meaning of their 
identity within personal, relational and social contexts (Brown, 2009; Diamond, 2006; 
Diamond, 2008). An individual's self-identified sexual identity, then, refers to their 
physical and romantic attraction to those of the same or different gender or definition for 
their behavioral or psychological attraction to others of the same or another gender (Clark, 
2013; Sell, 1997). Proposed models of identity development offer various, nuanced 
perspectives of sexual and gender identity development (e.g., gay men, lesbians, bisexuals, 
heterosexuals, and transgender individuals). These models of identity development can 
belong to one of the following families: stage models of sexual orientation identity 
development; lifespan and nonlinear models of sexual identity development; and diverse 
perspectives on sexual and gender identity (Bilodeau & Renn, 2005, pp. 33-35). As 
feminist, postmodern, queer, and medical perspectives on gender identity are beyond the 
scope of the present analysis, they will not be addressed here in detail. Interested readers 
may refer to Butler (1990) and Wilchins (2004).  
 Cass's model of gay and lesbian identity development (1979; 1984) is one of the 
earliest proposed models of sexual identity development and remains one of the most 
frequently cited (Ellis & Riggle, 1996; Kenneady & Oswalt, 2014). Cass's model draws 
upon interpersonal congruency theory or the idea that change depends on congruency or 
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incongruency in one's interpersonal environment. It focuses on the processes by which an 
individual comes to "consider and later to acquire the identity of ‘homosexual’ as a 
relevant aspect of self" (Cass, 1979, pp. 219-220) and moves toward an integrated self 
(Kenneady & Oswalt, 2014). Cass's original model includes six developmental stages 
through which an individual attains and assigns meaning to a "stable" gay or lesbian 
identity. A pre-stage, during which an individual assumes their sexual orientation to be 
heterosexual and subscribes to heteronormativity, was later added to the model (Cass, 
1996; Kenneady & Oswalt, 2014). Cass's model posits that gay and lesbian individuals 
attain increasing levels of congruency, self-acceptance, and positive attitude towards 
themselves and their community as they progress through the stages (Cass, 1979; Cass, 
1984; Cass, 1990). These individuals may enter a stage of foreclosure or a period in which 
they cease to progress through the stages, at any time (Cass, 1979). Such developmental 
delays impede sexual identity development. Cass's Homosexual Identity Formation Model 
includes the following six stages: Identity Confusion, Identity Comparison, Identity 
Tolerance, Identity Acceptance, Identity Pride, and Identity Synthesis (1979, pp. 222-235).  
 D'Augelli's (1994) Model of Lesbian-Gay-Bisexual development offers a nonlinear 
conceptualization of nonheterosexual identity development utilizing a lifespan 
development perspective. Within this model, identity is a "dynamic process of interaction 
and exchange between the individual and the many levels of social collectives during the 
historical period" of their lives (p. 330). D'Augelli poignantly opines, "any model of sexual 
orientation that does not address the influence of heterosexism, homophobia, and 
disenfranchisement will provide unintended corroboration for oppression" (p. 331). This 
model proposes an interconnected framework of an individual's subjectivities and actions, 
  15 
interactive intimacies, and socio-historical connections. This model endeavors to describe 
how individuals construct and make meaning of their sexual lives, how attachment patterns 
and relationships shape sexual identity, and how social and cultural norms impact the 
development of identity, respectively (p. 318). Therefore, the intersecting systems and 
cultures of an individual and their development are strongly emphasized.  
 The six steps of D'Augelli's Model of Lesbian-Gay-Bisexual Development are, 
unlike Cass's model, neither ordered nor dependent upon the resolution of a previous 
conflict. The steps are as follows: Exiting heterosexual identity; Developing a personal 
lesbian-gay-bisexual identity status; Developing a lesbian-gay-bisexual social identity; 
Becoming a lesbian-gay-bisexual offspring; Developing a lesbian-gay-bisexual intimacy 
status; and Entering a lesbian-gay-bisexual community (Bilodeau & Renn, 2005; 
D'Augelli, 1994, p. 319). The first step of this model involves a "personal and social 
recognition that one's sexual orientation is not heterosexual" (D'Augelli, 1994, p. 325). The 
individual reaches an understanding of their thoughts, feelings, and behaviors and moves 
to apply a label to their sexual identity and to disclose it to others. The second step, 
developing a personal lesbian-gay-bisexual identity status, involves an establishment of 
LGB identity and social norms through interaction with other LGB individuals. In doing 
so, the individual also confronts internalized messages about non-heterosexuality and 
myths about LGB identities and culture. Developing a lesbian-gay-bisexual social identity, 
the third step, involves the creation of an affirming social network of those who affirm or 
support the LGB person and their identity. Becoming a lesbian-gay-bisexual offspring, the 
fourth step, focuses on the individual's "coming out" to their family of origin, including 
their parents and extended family. The goal of this step is reintegration into the family of 
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origin that supports and affirms the individual and their identity. The penultimate step in 
this model is developing a lesbian-gay-bisexual intimacy status, which tasks the individual 
to unravel the complexities inherent in between membership in a same-gender partnership 
and heterosexual normativity. Through this struggle emerges "personal, couple-specific, 
and community norms, which should be more personally adaptive" (p. 327). The final step 
is entering a lesbian-gay-bisexual community, involving a commitment to social and 
political action and advocacy. According to D'Augelli, the individual must confront 
systemic barriers to their development, including "the structure of heterosexism, the nature 
of relevant laws and policies" and "the limits to freedom and exploration" experienced by 
the LGB community (1994, p. 328). They must further gain an awareness of "the history of 
one's own oppression" to become empowered and find meaning in their identity (1994, p. 
328).  
 Models of sexual identity development demonstrate parallels to and have 
implications for models of psychosocial identity development. Specifically, the transition 
of a partner may lead the partner to revisit Erikson's identity vs. role confusion and to 
reconsider their private and public perceptions of self and identity. A continuity and 
definition of self achieved in this stage of development may be lost, possibly leading to 
role confusion and a disruption of identity synthesis (Erikson, 1994).  The partner may also 
revisit intimacy vs. isolation, as true intimacy depends upon the formation of a stable 
understanding of self (Erikson, 1994). Incongruence between how the partner identified 
before and after the partner's disclosure as well as between public and private perceptions 
of their identity may disrupt the formation of intimacy within the relationship. The partner 
may instead consider isolation and the destruction of "forces and people whose essence 
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seems dangerous to one's own" (Erikson, 1994, p. 136) if the partner's gender identity is 
sufficiently threatening to the continuity of their identity. Per D'Augelli (1994), context is 
paramount to understanding the emotional response and possible lapse to earlier stages of 
psychosocial development. Contextual factors such as visibility as a sexual minority, 
geography, age, and sociopolitical milieu may impact openness to partner's identity and 
engagement in identity renegotiation (Brown, 2009).  
Sexual Identity Renegotiation 
 Sexual orientation or identity is a dynamic, developmental process that occurs 
within sociopolitical contexts (Brown, 2009; D'Augelli, 1994; Rust, 1993). Baumeister and 
Twenge (2003) proffer that the self involves both social and personal attributes, as it is a 
social phenomenon and product of one's interactions with others and engagement with 
social groups. Both the personal and social aspects of the self may influence self-esteem, as 
an individual may experience greater self-esteem the social group to which they belong is 
socially valued or positively perceived. Further, an individuals' self-presentation, or 
attempts to convey information about themselves to their systems, may be influenced by 
their context or culture. They may also engage in self-monitoring, observe cues from 
others and adjust their behavior to social or situational cues (Baumeister & Twenge, 2003). 
Gender transition or the gender transition of a romantic partner impacts the personal and 
social aspects of transgender and gender-nonconforming (TGNC) individuals and their 
partners. For example, when a TGNC individual transitions, the social perception of both 
individuals' sexual identity is altered (i.e., a lesbian couple may be perceived to be a 
heterosexual couple when one person comes out as a transgender male). This may 
challenge both partners' concept or definition of self in relation to their relationship, cause 
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them to engage in increased self-monitoring to not "out" themselves or their partner as 
TGNC, and lead both partners to reconsider their sexual identity label to resolve the 
dissonance between their public and private identities. Although qualitative research and 
interviews with partners of transgender individuals have increased insights into the identity 
renegotiation processes and meaning-making strategies of partners of TGNC people, little 
quantitative research exists. The applicability of existing models of sexual identity 
development to TGNC people and their partners is further questionable, as they 
conceptualize the coming out process to be a singular occurrence and do not adequately 
encapsulate the reexamination of identity within social or interpersonal contexts. 
 Early research regarding the experiences of families and partners of transgender 
individuals found that they engage in a grief process similar to Kübler-Ross's (1969) stages 
of grief (Ellis & Eriksen, 2002). Ellis and Eriksen (2002) proposed a stage model of 
adjustment for families, friends, significant others, and allies (SOFFAs) of transgender 
individuals that are similar to yet distinct from their TGNC loved one. They opine that 
SOFFAs first experience "posttraumatic stress reactions" and denial (p. 295). Intense 
emotional responses, including anger towards the TGNC individual, betrayal, guilt, and 
shame emanating from perceived social stigmatization follow (Ellis & Eriksen, 2002). In 
the third stage, the SOFFA actively seeks out others with similar experiences and moves 
into the fourth stage of self-discovery and confrontation of internalized biases or 
assumptions about gender, gender identity, and sexual orientation. Finally, the SOFFA 
learns to accept and journey with the transgender individual, actively educating others 
about the transgender experience (Ellis & Eriksen, pp. 295-297). The model proposed by 
Ellis and Eriksen (2002) suggests that family members and partners of transgender 
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individuals engage in their identity development processes but does not explicitly address 
sexual identity renegotiation. A more recent model proposed by Lev (2004) depicts family 
adjustment as moving through betrayal or confusion, stress and conflict, and acceptance 
and integration of the TGNC individual. 
 Sexual identity, as a component of the self, is comprised of personal, relational, and 
social facets (Baumeister & Twenge, 2003; Brown, 2009). It may be best understood as 
"process of describing one's social location within a changing social context" of peers, 
groups, and social and political institutions (Rust, 1993, p. 50). When a TGNC individual 
comes out as transgender, it impacts the relational and social aspects of their and their 
partner's sexual identity. The dissonance between social and personal aspects of the self or 
reconsideration of sexual identity may result. Qualitative research has increased insights 
into the identity development processes of partners of transgender individuals. Joslin-
Roher and Wheeler (2009), for example, found that partners of TGNC individuals 
demonstrated an initiation of "a personal exploration of their sexual identities" following 
the transition of their partners and experienced frustration regarding "their identities or 
others' perceptions of their identities" (pp. 38-39). The conflict between honoring the 
identity of their partner and finding an accurate label for themselves forces some partners 
to choose between affirming their partner but rendering their own identity invisible 
(Brown, 2009, p. 69; Joslin-Roher & Wheeler, 2009, p. 39). The sexual identity 
renegotiation processes of TGNC individuals and their partners demonstrate parallels to 
Erikson's identity vs. role confusion in that these persons must revisit or reconsider their 
perceptions of self and identity on both a personal and social level. The coherent or 
contiguous concept of self previously achieved in this stage of development is challenged, 
  20 
possibly leading to the reinstatement of role confusion or disruption of identity synthesis 
(Erikson, 1994). Further, incongruence between public and private perceptions of identity 
may disrupt the formation of intimacy within the relationship. This may lead the partner to 
consider isolation and the destruction of "forces and people whose essence seems 
dangerous to one's own" (Erikson, 1994, p. 136) if the partner's gender identity is 
sufficiently threatening to the contiguity of their identity. Sociopolitical context is 
paramount to understanding the emotional response and possible lapse to earlier stages of 
psychosocial development (D'Augelli, 1994). Contextual factors, including visibility as a 
sexual minority, geography, age, and sociopolitical milieu, impact openness to partner's 
identity and engagement in identity renegotiation (Brown, 2009). 
 Beyond negotiating their self-concept and identity, partners of transgender 
individuals must address how a renegotiation of their identity impacts their membership in 
social groups and the social aspects of their identity. Partners may, for example, face 
stigmatization of their identities or exile from communities following a revision of their 
identity or in the social perception of their identity (Brown, 2009; Lev, 2004). As the 
LGBT community provides solace from societal homophobia and oppression for many 
LGBT individuals, the inclusion of transgender individuals and their partners publicly or 
socially understood to be heterosexual threatens group norms. Animosity or the loss of 
group membership and associated positive mental health benefits may result (Forsyth & 
Elliott, 1999; Nardi, 1999). Lack of language to identify partners as members of a larger 
group also hinders connection to communities of others with similar experiences (Joslin-
Roher & Wheeler, 2009). 
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Transgender Individuals and their Partners 
To date, much of the research regarding transgender individuals and their partners 
have been qualitative. The focus has, however, remained on the social, cultural, and 
interpersonal embeddedness of identity and the propensity for the emergence of new forms 
of identity and experience within a shifting sociocultural milieu and the dynamic 
interactions between each individuals’ identity (Diamond & Butterworth, 2008). Diamond 
and Butterworth (2008) proffer that theories of intersectionality "call direct attention to 
these processes via their emphasis on the ways in which intersections between different 
identities and social locations give rise to altogether novel forms of subjective experience” 
(p. 367). Moreover, they identify the inherent difficulty in ascertaining language that 
accurately depicts the self within intersections of gender and sexual identities. In their 
examination of the respective journeys of four women whose partners came out as 
transgender, Diamond and Butterworth (2008) found that these women underwent 
significant transitions in how they labeled their sexual identity, shifting amongst labels 
such as “lesbian,” “bisexual,” or “unlabeled” over time. These alterations were attributed 
to changes in relationships and their social environments which “rendered different 
identities more or less relevant and salient” over time (p. 367).  
The adoption of a nonmonosexual, fluid sexual identity has also been found to be a 
typical response of partners of transgender individuals. Partners may, in response to 
dissatisfaction with extant labels for sexual identity, adopt labels that extend beyond the 
categorical such as “queer,” “pansexual,” or “omnisexual” (Diamond & Butterworth, 
2008). For these partners, their sexual identity was dynamic and changed in response to 
changing social contexts and relationships and emphasized “how all subjective experiences 
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of selfhood are continually transformed, reenacted, and renegotiated as a function of 
shifting landscapes of social context” (p. 375).  
Partners of transgender individuals may also forgo labeling their sexual identity in 
response to the transition of their partner. Bischof, Watnaar, Barajas, and Dhaliwal (2011) 
found that many of the wives of male-to-female transgender individuals resisted labeling 
their sexual identity and instead described their attraction towards their partner as 
specifically towards their partner rather than towards an entire gender. Diamond and 
Butterworth (2008) similarly found partners of transgender individuals to be ambivalent 
towards the idea of labeling their identity altogether, further finding that associating their 
experiences with a specific label was unimportant.  
The transition of one’s partner is a dynamic process; indeed, the transition of a 
partner has been shown to be associated with the partners’ questioning of not only their 
sexual identity but of their gender identity. Bischof, Warnaar, Barajas, and Dhaliwal 
(2011) found that female partners of male-to-female transgender individuals questioned 
their sexual identity following the transition of their partner in their attempts to reconcile 
the gender identity of their partner with their experiences. In response to this internal 
dissonance, the partners questioned whether they were bisexual or gay, and “tested” 
themselves by attempting to view other women sexually (p. 23). The transition of a partner 
also led to a broadening of the partners’ understanding of gender. Some female partners of 
female-to-male transgender individuals, for example, internally explored their gender 
identity as they became increasingly aware of fluidity within gender (Diamond & 
Butterworth, 2008). Brown (2009) found that for some partners of transgender individuals, 
watching their partner engaged in the transition process led them to question their own 
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gender identity. One participant, for example, found that watching his partner transition 
“made him realize he too was a trans man” (p. 70). This again highlights the import of 
considering identity from an intersectional lens.  
The cross-cultural implications of the transition of a partner and the labeling of 
sexual identity have also been investigated. In their 2013 study, Theron and Collier 
conducted semi-structured interviews with eight South African women, all of whom were 
currently or had previously been in a relationship with a trans-masculine person. For these 
women, the way in which they labeled their sexual identity did not change as a result of 
their relationship with their trans-masculine partner. However, the women did report a 
fluid understanding of their sexual identities in relation to the gender identity of their 
partner. Indeed, one participant commented that her relationship with a trans-masculine 
individual “broadened her mind” to the “kaleidoscope of genders and orientations” (p. 
S66). Several of these women reported that as they understood their partner to be male that 
their gender identity did not challenge their sexual identity and remained consistent with 
their understandings of self as heterosexual. Others reported identifying as bisexual and 
rejected the gender binary; as a result, they were not attached to social constructions of 
sexual orientation and reported that their relationship with their trans-masculine partner 
had no impact on their understanding of their sexual identity. Others who identified as 
lesbians reported that their relationship with a trans-masculine individual presented a 
challenge to their sexual identity both internally and socially. These women reported an 
internal challenge to the conceptualization of their sexual identity as well as an external 
challenge in the erasure of their identity in their public perception as heterosexual.  
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The Intersection of Sexual and Gender Identity 
The literature on sexual identity development processes of transgender and gender 
nonconforming individuals is similarly scant. Katz-Wise and colleagues (2016) found that 
a sample of self-identified transgender and gender non-conforming individuals reported a 
diversity of sexual identities, including monosexual identities (i.e., gay, lesbian, straight) 
and nonmonosexual identities (i.e., queer, non-binary, bisexual). Further, the authors found 
that more than half of their sample of transgender and gender nonconforming individuals 
had experienced changes in their attractions over time, with trans-masculine individuals 
being more likely than their trans-feminine peers to report fluidity in their sexual identity. 
However, amongst those who had transitioned medically, 64.6% of the respondents 
reported a change in their attractions post-transition, with trans-masculine individuals 
being less likely than their trans-feminine peers to report fluidity in their sexual identity. 
Their findings emphasize the inherent complexities between gender and sexual identity 
which may be attributable to “the shifting point of reference with which to define sexual 
orientation” (p. 3). 
Most transgender individuals identify their sexual orientation based on their 
affirmed gender rather than the sex assigned at birth, and how they label their sexual 
identity may transition as they do. There exist substantial intra-group differences in this 
process. For example, the sexual orientation of some transgender individuals will remain 
unchanged while the object of their desire may shift; others may remain attracted to the 
same gender(s) as they were pre-transition but may alter how they describe their 
orientation to others (dickey, Burnes, & Singh, 2012; Giammattei, 2015; Meier et al., 
2013). The sexual attractions of other transgender individuals may shift from monosexual 
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to nonmonosexual as they adopt a bisexual or queer orientation (Meier & Herman, 2011; 
Meier, Sharp, Michonski, Babcock, & Fitzgerald, 2013). While frequent, alterations in 
self-reported sexual identities do not occur solely in the context of any particular transition 
event (Auer, Fuss, Hohne, Stalla, & Sievers, 2014, p. 1).  
Social Impact of Transition 
The transition of a transgender individual and their partner(s) presents further 
challenges to each individuals’ access to either heterosexual or LGBT social spheres, and 
the social support offered therein. Theron and Collier (2013) found that female partners of 
trans-masculine individuals felt “punished” by other lesbians within their communities 
and, as a result, were excluded from traditionally lesbian spaces (p. S71). Others reported 
feeling “invisibilised,” considered a “non-person,” or being rejected by their peers (p. S71). 
These individuals reported turning to online support groups for significant others, friends, 
family, and allies (SOFFAs) of transgender individuals; however, these resources were not 
accessible to those living in rural areas and those who were able to access the groups 
struggled to meet others with similar lived experiences. Other partners actively engaged in 
the censorship of their own identity by adopting a conventional, categorical label for their 
sexual identity to avoid being misunderstood by their families and friends (Diamond & 
Butterworth, 2008). Alterations in the social perception of identity also impact the 
transgender individual within the relationship. If, for example, a couple passes socially as 
either heterosexual or gay/lesbian, they may live an “invisible existence” or risk 
condemnation or abandonment by their communities should they come out, leading the 
transgender partner to live “stealth” (Giammattei, 2015, pp. 423-424). Others may 
transition in tandem from a heterosexual to a gay couple and must come to an 
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understanding of how to best manage the associated shifts in power and privilege 
(Giammattei, 2015).  
Dimensions of Sexual Identity Renegotiation 
 The renegotiation of identity for partners of transgender individuals is an essential 
developmental task. According to Brown (2009), there are three prominent responses to a 
partner's transition, all dependent upon their acceptance of the gender identity of their 
partner. That is, the partner must have addressed and moved past any denial or avoidance 
of the partner's identity as transgender.  
Identity Deferral  
One response is identity deferral, in which the partner feels that they are in a "no 
man's land" regarding their identity or that no identity label adequately aligns with their 
experiences (Brown, 2009, p. 70). Pressure from their partner to identify in a manner that 
affirms the transgender partner (e.g., as heterosexual when they identify as lesbian), a lack 
of alignment of public and private selves, and cognitive dissonance associated with their 
sexual identity, and a threat to their identity may also lead to identity deferral.  
Identity Revision 
Another possible response is identity revision or the adoption of a more fluid or 
flexible identity label. Partners may, for example, explore more inclusive or fluid identities 
or revise their sexual identity labels (e.g., from "lesbian" to "queer" or "pansexual") 
(Brown, 2009; Joslin-Roher & Wheeler, 2009).  
Identity Consolidation 
A third response is that of identity consolidation, or a "confirmation or 
enhancement" of identity (Brown, 2009, p. 70). Identity consolidation may or may not 
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involve a change in identity label. Bisexual individuals may, for example, feel affirmed in 
their identity following their partner's transition. Others may maintain their identity label 
(e.g., "lesbian") despite their partner's transition due to the centrality of that identity label 
to their overall sense of self (Brown, 2009).  
Measures Related to Sexual Identity Renegotiation 
 Research on sexual identity renegotiation is chiefly qualitative, and as such, a 
measure of sexual identity renegotiation has not yet been developed. A review of the 
literature and search for measures related to the concept of sexual identity renegotiation 
yields distally related scales in the areas of sexual and gender identity development which 
measure sexual identity exploration and development, transgender behavior or comfort 
with gender identity, and lesbian, gay, and bisexual identity. Several scales identified are 
unidimensional. For example, the Lesbian Identity Scale and Gay Identity Scale (Fassinger 
& McCarn, 1997; Fassinger, 1997) assess phases of lesbian and gay identity formation, 
respectively.  
 Current measures created to encapsulate the experiences of transgender individuals 
and the nuances of gender identity similarly focus on one dimension of their experience. 
For example, the Transgender Congruence Scale (TCS) centers on the “degree to which 
transgender individuals feel genuine, authentic, and comfortable within their external 
appearance/presence and accept their genuine identity rather than the socially prescribed 
identity,” (Kozee, Tylka, & Bauerband, 2012, p. 181). There are two subscales within the 
TCS: appearance congruence and gender identity acceptance. While the TCS emphasizes 
gender identity development, it forgoes consideration of sexual identity development of 
TGNC individuals. Seeking in part to answer a question of sexual partner preference and 
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behavior amongst transgender and transsexual individuals, Docter and Fleming (2001) 
developed a scale of transgender behavior that included subscales of transgender identity, 
sexual arousal, androallure, pleasure, and role. The androallure subscale involves the 
“sexual, affectionate, or social encounters between a transgendered...person and another 
male” (p. 263). This subscale includes a single item about sexual arousal with a woman or 
individual of either sex. In so doing, it begins to take an intersectional approach to 
transgender identity in its consideration of gender and sexual identity. However, items 
included in the scale emphasize a gender binary and strict adherence to gender roles and 
negate the experiences of individuals who do not endorse the gender binary and adherence 
to strict gender roles. Further, its focus on sexual attraction or preference does not take into 
account any alteration in sexual identity following gender transition.  
 The Lesbian and Gay Identity Scale (LGIS, developed by Mohr and Fassinger 
(2000), was one of the first scales developed to assess dimensions of sexual minority 
identity in lesbians and gay men (Mohr & Kendra, 2011). The LGIS is based upon a 
national sample of same-sex couples and encompasses intrapersonal and interpersonal 
variables. It aims to assess “a wide range of beliefs and feelings related to LG identity” 
(Mohr & Fassinger, 2000, p. 70). The final measure contains six identity-related subscales. 
These subscales were as follows: Internalized Homonegativity, Need for Acceptance, Need 
for Privacy, Identity Confusion, Superiority, and Difficult Process (Mohr & Fassinger, 
2000). The authors argue that LGIS subscales encapsulate the experiences of both lesbians 
and gay men despite differences in the experiences and identity development processes of 
these groups. 
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 However, Mohr and Kendra (2011) assert that the LGIS may be “unnecessarily 
pathologizing,” overlook the experiences of bisexual individuals, omit salient constructs of 
identity centrality and affirmation, and contain subscales with low estimates of internal 
consistency (p. 235). Seeking to address these shortcomings and improve the scale, Mohr 
and Kendra (2011) developed a multidimensional measure of sexual minority identity. The 
resultant Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Identity Scale (LGBIS) is comprised of the following 
domains: concealment motivation; internalized homonegativity; identity uncertainty; 
difficult process; identity centrality; identity affirmation; identity superiority; and 
acceptance concerns. The subscales of identity uncertainty and difficult process within the 
LGBIS may align with the construct of identity deferral within sexual identity 
renegotiation in the individuals' struggle to find an identity label that adequately matches 
their experiences. Further, the identity affirmation subscale of the LGBIS may align with 
the construct of identity consolidation in the individual feeling reinforced or increasingly 
confident in their identity label.  
 Worthington, Navarro, Savoy, and Hampton (2008) also developed a measure of 
sexual identity, focusing their attention on sexual exploration and commitment. Grounded 
in a four-status model of ego identity development, the Measure of Sexual Exploration and 
Commitment (MoSIEC) measures identity exploration. The authors define identity 
exploration as the “pursuit of a revised and refined sense of self” and identity commitment 
as “the choice to adopt a specific identity represented by a unified set of goals, values, and 
beliefs” (p. 22). They further identified dimensions of sexual identity uncertainty and 
synthesis or integration. The authors assert that the MoSIEC may be utilized for 
individuals of any sexual orientation as it moves beyond dichotomies of sexual identity (p. 
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32). Sexual identity uncertainty may align with identity deferral and synthesis with identity 
consolidation; however, items included in the MoSIEC focus on the sexual needs, values, 
and activities of an individual and how these aspects of sexuality align with sexual 
orientation. Further, it omits romantic attraction, social aspects of identity, and an 
intersectional perspective that are salient to TGNC individuals and their partners. Despite 
the outlined similarities, the proposed scale of sexual identity renegotiation presents a more 
nuanced perspective and focus on the social components of identity and the identity 
development processes that are enacted following a change in how an individual may be 
perceived socially or in a change in their partners’ gender identity. The proposed scale of 
sexual identity renegotiation contributes to the literature by providing a measure that 
honors the intersection of gender and sexual identity, the social aspects of the self, and the 
alteration of sexual identity label in response to a change in social perception or 
understanding of self. 
  




 Scale development is a multi-step process which involves a number of stages, 
including the following: identification of purpose, definition of the construct of interest, 
generation of items and response scales, content analysis and expert review, selection and 
inclusion of validation items, pilot testing, examination of psychometric properties, and 
optimization of scale length (Dawis, 1987; DeVellis, 2016; Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997; 
Johnson & Morgan, 2016; Lee & Lim, 2008). The process of scale construction is not 
linear; items may be added, revised, or deleted in honing the focus of the scale (Lee & 
Lim, 2008).  
Construct Development 
 The first step in scale construction is construct development. This process involves 
a thorough review of the literature and development of a clear definition of the proposed 
construct. Drawing upon previous qualitative inquiries of sexual identity renegotiation 
processes of partners of TGNC individuals, proposed theories of sexual identity 
development, and social cognitive theory, sexual identity renegotiation is here defined as 
the process by which an individual, in response to a change in a social aspect of their 
identity or the social construction of their identity, navigates challenges to previously 
resolved stages of sexual and psychosocial identity development and revisits or 
renegotiates the language by which they describe their sexual identity. In alignment with 
the work of Brown (2009), Joslin-Roher and Wheeler (2009), and social cognitive theory, 
three dimensions of sexual identity renegotiation are proposed: Identity deferral, identity 
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revision, and identity consolidation. Within the sexual identity renegotiation process, 
individuals may forgo labeling their sexual identity, revise the language by which they 
describe their sexual identity, or choose to maintain their sexual identity label despite a 
change in how their sexual orientation may be perceived socially. Identity deferral involves 
cognitive dissonance created as an individual navigates their identity and searches for a 
label that aligns with their experiences, often feeling that no identity label is able to do so. 
Identity revision involves the exploration and adoption of an identity label that is more 
fluid or inclusive in nature as an individual strives to incorporate into their identity the 
changes within their social self or gender identity. Finally, identity consolidation involves 
an enhancement and maintenance of identity label despite changes in social perception or 
understanding of self. 
Item Generation and Determination of Response Format 
The initial pool of items was generated based on a review of the literature regarding 
identity development processes of TGNC individuals and their partners as well as upon 
models of sexual identity development. Building upon the work of Brown (2009, 2011), 
scale items reflect the following dimensions of sexual identity renegotiation: Identity 
Deferral, Identity Revision, and Identity Consolidation. Based upon a review of the 
literature, proposed items for the Identity Deferral subscale included, “There is no identity 
label that applies to me and my experiences” and “I am uncertain how to label my sexual 
orientation.” In order to capture possible cognitive dissonance that may lead to identity 
deferral, items such as “I am bothered by the incongruence between how others view my 
sexual orientation and how I see my sexual orientation” or “How I am perceived by others 
in regards to my sexual orientation is different from how I personally perceive my sexual 
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orientation” and “I am angered when others assign labels to me that do not fit with my 
sense of self” were included. Proposed items for the Identity Consolidation subscale 
included “I have not changed how I label my sexual orientation, “I feel affirmed in my 
sexual orientation label, “I feel validated in my sexual orientation, and “My sexual 
orientation label aligns with my concept of self and my relationship.” Proposed items for 
the Identity Revision subscale included, “I have changed how I label my sexual orientation 
to accommodate my partner’s identity,” “I have adopted a fluid identity label as a result of 
my relationship with my partner,” and “How I label my sexual orientation has changed 
from heterosexual/gay/lesbian to bisexual/queer/pansexual.” The target number items for 
the pilot test was 60. This estimate was based upon the multiplication of the desired 
number of five items per factor in the final scale by four in order to guard against poor 
internal consistency (DeVellis, 2016; Osborne & Costello, 2009). Further, following the 
recommendations of Clark and Watson (1995), the item pool was intentionally broader 
than the initial conceptualization of the core construct and over inclusive to allow for the 
breadth of content (p. 311).  
 To better identify key constructs, determine any additional constructs not identified 
through the initial literature review process, and develop and refine items, members of the 
target communities were consulted via a focus group consisting of TGNC individuals and 
their partners (McMillan et al., 2014; McMillan, King, & Tully, 2016; Vogt, King, & 
King, 2004). The focus group, consisting of eight transgender and gender nonconforming 
individuals as well as partners of TGNC individuals, met on one occasion for 
approximately 90 minutes to share their perspectives. The nominal group technique (NGT) 
was utilized. The NGT is a group process that fuses quantitative and qualitative data 
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collection by collecting information about the experiences of a group. A question is posed 
to the group, and all members are allowed to respond (Deip, Thesen, Motiwalla, & 
Seshardi, 1977; Gallagher, Hares, Spencer, Bradshaw, & Webb, 1993). Participants 
answered questions regarding their experiences of sexual identity renegotiation in a 
"round-robin" style. After a period of reflection and thought, each member provided a 
response to the prompt one at a time in a circular fashion around the group until all 
participants provided as many responses as they were able (Deip et al., 1977). By forgoing 
discussion between answers, all members had an equal chance to contribute without 
interruption. Discussion was allowed only to clarify responses, and all responses were 
recorded in a place visible to all group members. After all group members had responded 
as many times as they wish, the group engaged in rank-ordering of the responses, placing 
them in order of importance or relevance to their experiences (Deip et al., 1977).  
The nominal group technique and round-robin style were selected due to their 
inherent benefits to the data collection process. The round-robin approach, for example, 
equalizes the opportunity for each group member to respond to the prompt, allows for the 
existence of conflicting ideas, and focuses the group on the prompt and question at hand 
(Deip et al., 1977). Focus groups also contribute to the enhancement of the content validity 
of the constructed scale and, therefore, the validity of findings obtained via its use in 
research endeavors (Vogt, King, & King, 2004).  
 A seven-point Likert rating scale was selected for use in this scale. Likert scales are 
commonly used rating scales that include response options measuring the degree to which 
a respondent agrees or disagrees with the item (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Allen and 
Seaman (2007) advise that Likert scales consist of at least five response categories. Seven-
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point Likert items have, however, been found to more accurately measure the true 
evaluation of respondents and be more appropriate for anonymized, electronically-
distributed surveys (Finstad, 2010, p. 104). The response scale utilized in this study is as 
follows: Strongly disagree; disagree; somewhat disagree; neither agree nor disagree; 
somewhat agree; agree; strongly agree.    
One type of response bias common in Likert scales is acquiescence, in which 
respondents tend to agree with items irrespective of their content (Johnson & Morgan, 
2016). Embedded within the pool of items are positive and negative forms of statements to 
assess for acquiescence. For example, if a participant agrees strongly with both “I am 
satisfied with how I label my sexual identity” and “I don’t know how to label my sexual 
identity” from the domains of identity affirmation and deferral, respectively, would be 
investigated for acquiescence. Items were also developed with the vocabulary, reading 
level, and length of all items in mind to control for or lessen potential acquiescence 
(Johnson & Morgan, 2016).  
Another form of response bias taken into consideration in the construction of this 
scale was social desirability, or the tendency of a respondent to respond to items in a 
“culturally acceptable direction” rather than in a manner consistent with their true feelings 
or experiences (Johnson & Morgan, 2016, p. 136). In an attempt to reduce this type of 
response bias, responses were anonymized; that is, participants were informed that they 
could in no way be linked with their responses. Participants further supplied their email 
address for compensation purposes in a form separate from their survey responses to 
further ensure the anonymity of their responses.  
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A final form of response bias considered in the development of this scale was that 
of centrality, or the tendency of a respondent to select a neutral or midpoint option 
regardless of the item content in odd-numbered scales (Johnson & Morgan, 2016). The 
impact of including a midpoint has, however, been shown to have an insignificant impact 
on scores (Armstrong, 1987); therefore, the seven-point scale was retained.  
Expert Review 
 Following the completion of the focus group and the establishment of a preliminary 
list of items, feedback was sought from content experts to augment content validity 
(Johnson & Morgan, 2016). Seven subject matter experts, including two licensed 
psychologists with expertise in working with TGNC individuals and their partners, two 
people with experience in LGBTQIA+ research and outreach, and three TGNC individuals 
and their partners were consulted. Each expert was provided with the complete list of 
preliminary items (approximately 60 items). The item pool divided items into sections 
according to their domain. Also included were definitions of the proposed construct and 
domains. Experts were asked to give feedback on the clarity and phrasing of the items, the 
degree of fit between proposed items and their experiences, and whether any salient ideas 
or items were omitted. Experts were also asked to review the item pool for potential bias 
(i.e., stereotypical language or offensive wording) (Johnson & Morgan, 2016).  
 The experts provided positive feedback regarding the items and the depth and 
breadth of the content covered. They also suggested that the word choice within several 
items be altered to improve the readability of the item and that the length of several items 
be further reduced to increase clarity. Several items identified by the experts as redundant 
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were removed. Several grammatical changes were also made. Several experts advised 
adding items that fit with their experience; these items were added to the item pool.  
 The experts also provided feedback on the demographic questionnaire. Like 
members of the focus group, they suggested that definitions of sexual and gender identity 
be included on the form to increase understanding. They also suggested that the 
instructions be altered to increase clarity. Revisions to the item pool and demographic 
questionnaire were completed following the recommendations of the focus group and 
experts and before pilot testing commenced.  
Pilot-Testing 
After the initial item pool had been generated and revised in consideration of 
feedback from experts, the 63 TPIPS items, 14 demographic items, and three validity 
check items (86 total items) were uploaded to Qualtrics, an online survey tool. A pilot test, 
consisting of the proposed item pool and demographic questions, was conducted. The pilot 
study was administered to a participant pool similar to that of the operational survey and 
was conducted via a confidential online survey. A total of 46 responses were collected. 
Participants spent on average 16 minutes on the survey. The pilot study, in conjunction 
with the feedback provided, aided in decisions regarding item inclusion, exclusion, or 
revision (Lee & Lim, 2008). It further provided data regarding the average length of time 
needed to complete the survey and tendencies of respondents to omit items (Johnson & 
Morgan, 2016).  
Sample for Pilot Test 
Participants for the pilot were recruited via the Pride Community Center, the 
TAMU GLBT Resource Center, LGBTQ Aggies (QA), Shades of Queer, Aggie Allies, 
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Austin Autostraddle Facebook group, the Austin Trans and Queer Book Club, Transcend, 
the Queer Studies Workgroup, Reddit, the Association of Sexuality Educators, Counselors 
and Therapists (ASECT), and local PLFAG organizations. To participate, participants 
needed to self-identify as either transgender or gender-nonconforming (TGNC) or 
currently be or have previously been in a relationship with an individual who identified as 
TGNC. Participants also needed to be above 18 years of age, have access to a computer 
and the Internet to access the survey, and be fluent in English. Participants needed not 
identify as a sexual minority. 
 The sample for the pilot test consisted of 29 individuals ranging from 18 to 59 
years of age. Of the total participants, 3.4% identified as cisgender male, 24.1% as 
cisgender female, 17.2% as transgender female, and 17.2% as queer or gender 
nonconforming. 37.9% of respondents chose “other,” choosing to write in their gender 
identity. These responses included the following: agender (6.9%); “agender boyish afab” 
(3.4%); “genderless, agender” (3.4%); “neutrois (nonbinary)” (3.4%); “non-binary” 
(3.4%); “non-binary or agender” (3.4%); “non-conforming” (3.4%); “nonbinary and 
genderfluid” (3.4%); “pangender” (3.4%); and “transmasculine nonbinary” (3.4%). 
Approximately two-thirds of the sample (69%) reported that they were currently or 
previously a partner of someone who identified as transgender or gender nonconforming. 
Within the sample, 82.8% percent of the participants reported their ethnicity to be White 
and 6.9% as Hispanic or Latino. The remaining participants identified as Indigenous or 
Aboriginal (3.4%), Biracial or Multiracial (American Indian and Caucasian) (3.4%), and 
“Conditionally white – ethnically Jewish and visibly so” (3.4%). Approximately one-
fourth (24.1%) of participants identified as asexual, while 13.8% identified as lesbian, 
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17.2% as bisexual, 6.9% as pansexual, and 13.8% as queer. One participant identified as 
both queer and questioning/not sure. 20.7% of participants chose to write in their sexual 
identity. Written responses included “asexual and panromantic,” “asexual demi-
panromantic,” “grey-asexual with an interest in people who identify as women or 
nonbinary,” “lesbian/demisexual,” “panromantic ace,” and “queer – polyamorous.” 17.2% 
of the sample reported having grown up in a rural locale, 62.1% in a suburban area, and 
20.7% in an urban area. 3.4% reported that they are currently living in a rural area, 41.4% 
in a suburban area, and 55.2% in an urban area. Results from the pilot test are reported in 
the Results chapter. 
Operational Data Collection 
Amended Response Format 
Following completion of the pilot test and review of the results, the determination 
was made to adjust the Likert scale utilized in the scale. Specifically, a five-point Likert 
scale was utilized in place of the seven-point scale used in the pilot study. The response 
format was amended for the following reasons. First, several respondents in the pilot study 
commented upon the length of the survey and response options. Further, response and 
completion rates were observed to be low in the pilot. It has been proposed that a five-
point Likert scale may reduce the burden or “frustration level” and confusion of 
respondents and increase response rate (Babakus & Mangold, 1992, p. 771; Revilla, Saris, 
& Krosnick, 2014) while persevering the ability of the respondent to adequately express 
their views and attitudes (Marton-Williams, 1986). In addition, it has been proposed that 
there is an inverse relationship between quality of and number of responses (i.e., quality of 
response decreases as number of responses increases); the five-point format for agree-
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disagree scales has therefore been found to result in higher quality data than that of seven 
to eleven-point agree-disagree scales (Revilla, Saris, & Krosnick, 2014).  
Procedure 
Following completion of the pilot test and review of the subsequent data analyses, 
revisions were made to the initial item pool. The revised TPIPS was then administered for 
data collection. Data collection began on February 14, 2018 and was completed on March 
18, 2018; it lasted for a total of four weeks and four days. The revised survey consisted of 
41 TPIPS items and two validity items. Twelve demographic items were also included. 
The revised survey was again uploaded to Qualtrics. Participants for the operational survey 
were recruited online. Links to the survey were made available on online support networks 
on After Ellen, Tumblr, Reddit, and Facebook. The link was posted to the 
“r/mypartneristrans” subreddit, as well as to the “r/ainbow” subreddit. The link was posted 
to the “Partners of FTM Transgender Individuals,” “Wives, Girlfriends, and Partners of 
Men of Trans Experience,” “Austin Autostraddle,” and the “Austin Trans and Queer Book 
Club.” The link was also sent to the Montrose Center, PFLAG, the Straight Spouse 
Network, My Husband Betty, and the “SO_TG-Significant Others of Transgender People” 
Yahoo! Group. Qualtrics Panels were further utilized to identify respondents and collect 
data. To participate, participants needed to self-identify as transgender, gender-
nonconforming, or a current or previous partner of a TGNC individual. Participants were 
invited to share the survey link with others who may meet criteria for inclusion in the study 
or who worked with this population. Participants also needed to be above 18 years of age, 
have access to a computer and the Internet to access the survey, and be fluent in English. 
Participants needed not identify as a sexual minority.  
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Sample 
The final, operational sample consisted of 261 individuals. The average time taken 
to complete the survey was 3188.93 seconds; duration ranged from 160 seconds to 256006 
seconds. Of the total participants, 46.9% identified as cisgender female, 8.2% as cisgender 
male, 5.1% as nonbinary, 16.3% as transgender female, and 6.6% as transgender male. The 
remaining participants identified as agender (4.1%), gender fluid (1.5%), and genderqueer 
(2.6%). Approximately three percent of participants chose to write in their gender identity. 
Written responses included “T girl,” “male of trans experience,” “I usually just say female, 
because that's the part that matters to me,” and “no gender.” The remaining six percent 
selected a combination of gender identities.  
Regarding sexual identity, 11.7% identified as lesbian, 20.9% as bisexual, 11.7% as 
pansexual, 17.3% as heterosexual, and 6.1% as queer. The remaining participants 
identified as asexual (3.1%), demisexual (1.5%), gay (3.6%), gray-asexual (0.5%), and 
questioning (4.1%). Approximately 17% of participants chose multiple labels for their 
sexual identity. Approximately two percent chose to write in their sexual identities; written 
responses included “none sexual,” “heteroflexible,” “most likely heteroflexible,” and 
“polyamorous” or “polysexual.” Approximately one-fifth (19.4%) of the sample identified 
their romantic orientation as heteroromantic, followed by 14.8% as homoromantic and 
12.8% as biromantic. The remaining participants identified as gray-romantic (3.6%), 
polyromantic (4.1%), aromantic (0.5%), demiromantic (1.5%), and panromantic (2.3%). 
Approximately ten percent of the sample selected a combination of romantic orientations, 
and 5.1% chose to write in their responses. Written responses included “I am only attracted 
to female and nonbinary people regardless of transgender status. I'm not romantically 
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interested in cisgender or transgender men,” “romantic feelings almost exclusively toward 
feminine identified people,” and “unsure.” One participant stated that they “don't consider 
this separate from my umbrella "Queer" identity and only find these terms useful when 
there is a mismatch.” Regarding relationship status, 82.1% of the sample reported that they 
were currently or previously a partner of someone who identified as transgender or gender 
nonconforming.  
Seventy-four percent of the participants reported their ethnicity to be White, 5.1% 
as Hispanic or Latino, 12.2% as biracial or multiracial, 5.1% as Black or African 
American, and 2.0% as Asian/Pacific Islander. The remaining participants identified as 
Arab or Middle Eastern (0.5%) and Indigenous or Aboriginal. The reported ages of the 
sample ranged from 18 to 76 years of age (M = 30.90, SD = 17.72).  
Data Analysis 
 Following completion of the operational study, the data were screened and 
analyzed. The data screening process included several steps, including screening for 
duplicate responses, missing data, random response patterns, outliers, and eligibility (i.e., 
that they or their partner identify or identified as transgender or gender nonconforming). 
Significant time was allocated to the data screening and cleaning process to support the 
validity, interpretability, and replicability of subsequent analyses and results (Osborne, 
2014; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). To detect random response patterns, the operational 
study, two questions (i.e., “Please select Neither Agree nor Disagree” and “Please select 
Strongly Agree”) were included as a means by which random responses could be 
identified. The results of the above data screening processes are explicated in the following 
chapter.  
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 As both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses are commonly utilized in the 
development and initial validation of new measures, they were selected in the construction 
of the TPIPS. Following the recommendations of Thompson (2004), the exploratory factor 
analysis consisted of numerous analytic choices, including decisions regarding how many 
factors should be extracted, which extraction method is utilized, and how the factors 
should be rotated. Several strategies were selected and utilized in the determination of how 
many factors be retained, including the more traditional Kaiser greater-than-one rule, 
examination of the scree plot, parallel analysis, and Schwarz’s Bayesian Information 
Criterion Dimensionality Test. Parallel analysis, which involves comparing eigenvalue 
from the original dataset to those of a randomly generated dataset and retaining only those 
factors with eigenvalues that are significantly higher than the mean, has emerged as a 
widely utilized, robust process in the determination of factors to retain; some have argued 
that parallel analysis be used in conjunction with theory in the selection of factors to 
extract (Osborne, 2014, pp. 19-20). Schwarz’s Bayesian Information Criterion 
Dimensionality Test (Schwarz, 1978) also aids in the selection of a model. The data were 
analyzed via the aforementioned procedures, and only factors that appeared across 
procedures were held “sacred” and retained (Gorsuch, 1983, p. 330).  
Confirmatory factor analysis, on the other hand, is utilized to examine “the nature 
of and relations among latent constructs,” testing a priori hypotheses often to develop or 
refine measurement instruments (Briggs & Cheek, 1986; Jackson, Gillaspy, & Purc-
Stephenson, 2009, p. 6). Multiple, competing models were analyzed and assessed for 
goodness of fit with the data based on several fit indices, and, in conjunction with extant 
research and theory, adjusted to improve model fit.  
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Optimization of Scale Length 
 The final step in scale development involves the optimization of scale length, 
which involves selecting the best items from the original item pool and balancing both 
brevity and reliability (DeVellis, 2016). Items chosen for inclusion in the final scale were 
selected based on investigations of scale quality and indices of fit, including the relative fit 
indices obtained via confirmatory factor analysis of survey items.  
  




 The present study, in accordance with recommended scale design methodology 
(Dawis, 1987; DeVellis, 2016; Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997; Johnson & Morgan, 2016; 
Lee & Lim, 2008), consisted of three main phases: Focus Group, Pilot Testing, and 
Operational Data Collection. Each phase was comprised of a series of procedures, 
analyses, and result interpretation. The procedures and results of the aforementioned 
phases are detailed below. Throughout this process, the proposed TPIPS items were 
revised as the scale and its scope were refined as additional insights were gained via the 
focus group and qualitative data within the pilot test. Following completion of the 
operational data collection phase, the final TPIPS items were subjected to a series of 
analyses, including exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. These 
analyses and resultant alterations of the original item pool resulted in a final set of 16 items 
which demonstrated good internal consistency.  
Focus Group Results 
 The focus group, which met on one occasion for approximately 90 minutes, 
consisted of eight transgender and gender nonconforming individuals and their partners. 
The group was provided with the following prompt: “Reflect on your/your partners’ 
coming out as TGNC. Specifically, I would like you to reflect on how this process has 
impacted 1) how you personally/privately define your sexual identity; 2) how you describe 
your sexual identity to others; and 3) how others perceive you/your relationship. Please 
share your feelings, experiences, reactions, or thoughts; whatever comes to mind.” 
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Following the nominal group technique, group members were asked to generate ideas and 
write their responses to the aforementioned prompt on note cards independently. After a 
period of approximately five minutes, the group members were asked to share their 
responses one by one while the facilitator recorded each idea on a white board visible to all 
group members. All group members were given the chance to respond. After all group 
members had exhausted their list of ideas, the group was prompted for questions or 
comments regarding the compiled list. The list of proposed ideas was then discussed with 
the entire group to determine the relative import of each idea to their experiences. A list of 
six ideas was deemed by the group to be most relevant to their experiences. These ideas 
were as follows: 1) There is no term or label for me/existing labels do not fit; 2) I changed 
my sexual identity as I/my partner transitioned to fit; 3) I kept or never changed my sexual 
identity label or felt affirmed in my identity; 4) I fear I am losing my sexual identity label 
and a sense of belonging in queer communities; 5) I changed my sexual identity label to fit 
how society sees me; 6) How I personally define my sexual identity is most important; 7) 
My identity is much broader than one label. The group then privately voted on their note 
cards to prioritize these ideas and to determine which were most important to them. The 
most important idea received a rank of 7 and the least important received a rank of 1. The 
ideas most highly rated by the group were as follows: 1) I fear I am losing my sexual 
identity label and a sense of belonging in queer communities; 2) I changed my sexual 
identity label to fit how society sees me; 3) How I personally define my sexual identity is 
most important; and 4) My identity is much broader than one label. 
 The focus group was also provided with proposed definitions of 1) the construct of 
sexual identity renegotiation; 2) the domain of identity deferral; 3) the domain of identity 
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revision; and 4) the domain of identity consolidation. After the proposed definitions were 
explained, they were asked to provide feedback on the aforementioned construct and 
domains. While they agreed with the proposed definition, the group voiced concern about 
possible negative connotations associated with the term “sexual identity renegotiation;” 
they proposed that this be changed to “sexual identity exploration” or to “something more 
generic” so as to avoid this being misconstrued as being associated with conversion 
therapy. The group also voiced concern about the term “identity deferral.” The group again 
agreed with the proposed definition but took issue with the word “deferral” as they 
perceived it as having a negative connotation. Instead, the group proposed that this be 
changed to “identity incongruence” or to a more generic term. Finally, they proposed that 
“identity consolidation” be changed to “identity affirmation” in order to facilitate 
understanding of the term.  
 The group members were next provided with sample items for each proposed 
domain. These sample items included the following: “there is no label that fits;” “there is a 
label for my sexual identity, but I haven’t found it yet;” “I struggle to reconcile my sexual 
identity and my partners’ gender identity;” “I do not know how to label my sexual 
identity;” “I adopted a more fluid label (queer, pansexual, etc.);” “how I define or label my 
sexual identity has changed to accommodate or not “out” my partner or myself as TGNC;” 
“I feel affirmed in my identity;” “my sexual identity has not been impacted;” and “I 
maintained my sexual identity because it is important to me.” The group offered positive 
feedback regarding the content of these items but suggested the readability be improved. 
Specifically, they suggested that the sentences be shortened, and the reading level be 
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lowered to make the items more accessible. They further suggested that items regarding the 
potential loss of community or pressure to change their sexual identity label be added.  
 The focus group also provided feedback on the demographics questionnaire they 
completed at the onset of the focus group. In general, they indicated that the questionnaire 
was too wordy and that they felt overwhelmed by the amount of choices listed under 
gender identity and sexual identity; they suggested that this list be truncated. Overall, 
participants who provided feedback on the demographic items suggested that the 
demographic section be 1) shortened in length, 2) revised so that the gender and sexual 
identity items be a write-in response rather than a combination multiple choice and write-in 
item, and 3) include definitions of gender identity and sexual identity on the demographic 
form. These revisions were completed before administration of the pilot test. 
 Upon completion of the focus group, the names of the proposed domains were 
altered in order to honor the concerns of the group members. In addition, a fourth domain, 
“social pressure,” was added given the salience of the ideas they fear “losing my sexual 
identity label and a sense of belonging in queer communities” and “changed my sexual 
identity label to fit how society sees me.” 
 Finally, the group was informally asked to respond to the following: “What would 
you say is most important for psychologists, researchers, or society to know about you and 
your identity?” The group indicated that others should not assume how they label their 
sexual identity, should allow them to describe themselves, and should ask open-ended 
questions about their sexual identity rather than forcing them to “check a box.” They 
suggested that clinicians “help [them] identify what I am thinking, feeling, or dealing with” 
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regarding their sexual and gender identities rather than jumping to biased conclusions 
about their identities and be competent in working with sexual and gender minorities.  
Pilot Test Results 
 Data collection for the pilot study lasted for a total of seven weeks and two days. It 
began on August 24, 2017 and was completed on October 14, 2017. Survey responses were 
screened for duplicate submissions; no duplicate submissions were found. Second, 
responses to validity check questions (e.g., “Please select strongly agree”) were reviewed. 
As these questions were embedded to control for inattentive or random responding, 
participants that did not respond correctly were deleted from the dataset. Zero participants 
were found to respond incorrectly to these items. Similarly, 17 participants who failed to 
complete at least 90% of the survey were removed. The final pilot sample size was 
therefore reduced to 29 participants.  
Following completion of the pilot study, participant feedback was reviewed. The 
pilot survey provided participants an opportunity to give feedback on the response format, 
to identify items that they judged to be ambiguous, to identify if essential aspects of their 
experiences were omitted, and to offer alternative item wording so that problematic items 
may be revised as necessary to enhance the clarity and validity of the items (Furr, 2011; 
Johnson & Morgan, 2016). This was achieved by the inclusion of a feedback box at the 
end of each page asking participants to “Please use this space to write any feedback you 
may have about the above items. Are any of the items difficult to understand or unclear? Is 
any of the wording offensive?” Approximately half of the participants provided feedback 
via these feedback boxes on at least one occasion (see Table 7 in Appendix A). 
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Due to a low sample size, the reduction of the item pool was based upon participant 
feedback. In the pilot study, several participants voiced their opinion that sexual identity be 
delineated into sexual and romantic identity. Specifically, individuals who identified as 
asexual or within the asexual spectrum of identities voiced a desire to have their 
experiences more accurately represented within the demographic items. Additionally, 
participants expressed a preference to be able to select multiple choices for partner identity 
to be inclusive of individuals in polyamorous relationships. The demographic items were 
adjusted in accord with the feedback provided by the pilot participants.  
Participants also provided feedback on survey items. Amongst their concerns were 
(1) the redundancy of several items; (2) a lack of clarity in the use of “my/my partner” 
stems; and (3) conflation of transition with coming out processes. In addition, several 
participants expressed difficulty in completing the survey as they were not currently in a 
relationship and did not have a previous relationship to reflect upon. As a result of this 
feedback, items flagged by participants as redundant were compared and considered for 
removal. The “my/my partner” sentence stems were removed and the word choice within 
the survey items was revised to increase clarity. Further, “transition” and “coming out” 
were no longer used interchangeably within the survey. Finally, the survey prompt and 
informed consent were revised to specify that participants must be able to reflect on a 
current or previous relationship to qualify for inclusion in the study. The final item pool 
was reduced to a pool of 44 items.  
Integration of Participant Feedback 
 Within the pilot test, participants were asked to provide feedback on the 
demographic items, survey prompt, survey items, and overall response format. Based upon 
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participant feedback, demographic items, survey items, and the response format were 
reviewed for revision. Participants were asked to provide feedback on their reactions to 
items as well as item clarity via a feedback box located at the end of each page of items 
(i.e., after the demographic items and after a set of ten items within the survey).   
 Demographic Items. Within the demographic section of the pilot test, participants 
voiced concerns regarding the utilization of the term “gender nonconforming” within the 
study. Specifically, one participant stated that they “hate the term,” due to the following:  
It was literally made to try to prove nonbinary transgender people weren't  ~really 
trans~. I'm really sad it's gotten the traction it has, cause it's been used in messages 
that ended, literally, with people telling us to kill ourselves for "taking up space". 
Other participants expressed concern regarding the conflation of sexual and romantic 
identity or attraction. These participants utilized the optional feedback box to describe their 
romantic orientations (e.g., polyamorous, aromantic, polyromantic, demiromantic) and to 
advocate for the separation of these constructs and the inclusion of a demographic item in 
which romantic orientation could be expressed. Further, participants advocated for the 
ability to select multiple options for their and their partners’ sexual and romantic identities 
or orientations in order to be inclusive of those who identified as polyamorous. 
Demographic items regarding the sexual and gender identities of participants and their 
partners were therefore revised to allow multiple responses. Two demographic items were 
added to allow participants to select their romantic orientation and that of their partner(s) 
as well. The language within the informed consent agreement, demographic questionnaire, 
and survey items was revised: “gender nonconforming” was replaced with “nonbinary” in 
order to address the aforementioned concerns of some participants.  
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 Survey Items. Within the context of the pilot survey, participants advocated for the 
replacement of the term “transition” within the survey items with “coming out” or 
“accepting my trans identity” in order to be more inclusive of nonbinary individuals and of 
those transgender individuals who choose not to transition or who are unable to transition. 
Other participants advocated for a “not applicable” option for those who did not have a 
partner or for a way that they may differentiate “between things caused by my transition 
and previous partner’s transitions.” One participant noted that the “my/my partner” stems:  
were confusing esp [sic] if we had different experiences with our own versus our 
partners version of the question; difficult to answer clearly since my partner and I 
are both transgender. The parts referring to “my/my partner’s transition” become 
muddied because it might be one answer in reference to my transition and another 
answer in reference to my partner’s. 
Another participant suggested that the term “transition” be defined and clarified. 
Specifically, they suggested that social transition be separated from medical or 
physiological transition, as “most TGNC people had some kind of social transition after 
coming out, but some choose to not begin HRT or undergo surgery.” During the revision 
process, these items were revised or removed accordingly.  
 Overall Feedback. Overall, participants indicated that the wording of the survey 
items was not offensive and fit with their experiences. For example, one participant noted 
that they feel that they “HAVE [sic] to identify as heterosexual as to not offend [their] 
husband’s gender identity,” suggesting congruency with the proposed domains and overall 
purpose of the measure. Another participant noted that the questions “encompassed my 
experiences with my sexual and gender identity. Some of these questions prompted me to 
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think about things I never had before, which tells me that for me, this was a complete and 
thorough survey.”  
Expert Review of Revised Items 
Following the completion of the pilot study and the revision of the initial list of 
items, feedback was again sought from content experts to further augment content validity, 
to address language, word choice, and item structure, and to assess for grammatical 
accuracy (Johnson & Morgan, 2016). Three psychologists with expertise in working with 
TGNC individuals and their partners and two individuals from the target population were 
consulted. Each expert was provided with the complete list of preliminary items. Experts 
were asked to give feedback on the clarity and phrasing of the items, word choice, item 
structure, and grammatical accuracy. Experts were also asked to review the item pool for 
potential bias (i.e., stereotypical language or offensive wording) (Johnson & Morgan, 
2016).  
 The experts provided positive feedback regarding the items and the depth and 
breadth of the content covered. They also suggested that the word choice within several 
items be altered to improve the readability of the item and that the length of several items 
be further reduced to increase clarity. Several items identified by the experts as redundant 
were removed. Several grammatical changes were also made.  
Data Collection Results 
Data Preparation 
Following completion of data collection, data were screened. A five-point Likert 
scale was utilized within the survey; responses were considered to be ordinal (Brown, 
2011; Jamieson, 2004). Survey responses were screened for duplicate submissions; no 
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duplicate submissions were found. Second, 16 participants who failed to complete at least 
90% of the survey were removed. Third, the data were screened for random responding. 
Responses to random responding scale items (e.g., “Please select strongly agree”) were 
reviewed. As these questions were embedded to control for inattentive or random 
responding, 50 participants that did not respond correctly were deleted from the dataset. 
The total sample size was therefore reduced to 196 participants. Following removal of 
these response sets, there were no missing data. Finally, the data were screened for outliers 
via utilization of the Mahalanobis Distance (MD). The Mahalanobis Distance is a measure 
of the distance between a point (P) and a distribution (D), and measures how many 
standard deviations a point is from the mean of a distribution (Mahalanobis, 1936). It is 
commonly utilized in the detection of outliers in multidimensional data. The Mahalanobis 
Distance was first computed in SPSS, Version 25. The chi-square distribution with the 
same degrees of freedom (i.e., the number of predictors) was then computed, ascertaining 
the p-value for the right end of the tail of the distribution. These values were then 
compared to .001; those cases with a p-value less than .001 were identified as multivariate 
outliers. As a result of the above procedures, one outlier was detected and removed from 
the sample via listwise deletion. The final sample size was therefore reduced to 195.  
Participant Feedback 
 Within the operational survey, participants were asked, “Is there anything else that 
you would like the researchers to know or understand about your gender and sexual 
identity?” and allowed to write in their responses. The feedback obtained through this 
question is depicted in Table 8 in Appendix A. A number of participants utilized this 
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opportunity to offer their perspectives and experiences. Several participants commented on 
the fluidity of gender and sexual identity: 
My gender is nonbinary. I only selected transgender male because it's my history. 
7/10 of the time people see me as male. 1/10 of the time I'm seen as female. 2/10 of 
the time people think I'm a trans woman. My gender is fluid because I respond and 
adapt to people around me, in response to how they engage with me. My partner is 
able to see beyond the limits of gender, so with them I'm not adapting, I'm just a 
person, and they are too. Outside of our relationship she is a cisgender female. 
One participant, who identified as a transgender female, commented on the impact of 
hormone replacement therapy on her understanding of her sexual identity. This participant 
stated that she “thought [she] was bi until about three months into HRT, whereupon men 
lost all appeal to [her].” Other participants offered their perspectives as a partner of a 
transgender individual, commenting specifically on the impact this transition had on her 
understanding of her gender and sexual identities: 
I'm a cisgender woman but after my partner came out, it led me to question my 
gender a little bit. I do not feel comfortable identifying as anything other than 
cisgender and don't believe I am trans in any way, however. My sexual identity has 
been something I questioned for most of my teen years. I have only been in straight 
relationships until my partner came out as trans, so I never felt it was right to claim 
any sort of homosexual label. It was not until my partner came out that I adopted 
the term lesbian/gay. I am still not sure if I am demi, or if I thought I was demi 
because I didn't feel I could be attracted to women/I wasn't really attracted to men. 
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I'm still questioning but I like using the label gay/lesbian as it is affirming, but I 
still think I am demi. 
Another participant commented on the impact of their partner’s transition on their sexual 
identity and the labeling thereof: 
I used to be what I construed totally straight, but after being with my partner for 4 
years and them coming out to me in December- I realized I had always had 
romantic attraction to both men and women (leaning heavily more towards men, 
but I had found a handful of women attractive enough to think about dating) but I 
absolutely did not want to have sex with a vagina- but would rather be penetrated 
by something resembling a phalic form or by an actual penis. Since discovering my 
partners true orientation I have had a lot of questions on my own sexuality. What I 
once thought was completely straight is now not the case at all. Why do I find my 
partner sexually attractive despite only liking a very select amount of women in the 
past? am I pan romantic and straight sexually? Still a lot of questions with 
wavering answers. 
Another participant offered a similar perspective on questioning and changing the label 
they used to describe their sexual identity, stating “We got married as a straight girl and a 
straight guy. I'm calling myself bisexual now since I'm still attracted to her as a woman. 
That makes sense right? The 'romantic orientation' concept is a bit new to me.” 
Several other participants offered their perspectives on finding a label for their 
sexual identity that fit their experiences. One participant, for example, created a label for 
her sexual identity, stating “I'd call myself her-sexual. I've always only considered male 
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partners, but I fell in love with her and despite her changes, I'm ok with it, though I can't 
imagine ever being with someone of the same gender otherwise.”  
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 Exploratory factor analysis is a common statistical tool for dimension reduction and 
is routinely utilized in the exploration or development of scales. Within the present study, 
this procedure involves the examination pairwise relationships between items on a scale 
and the extraction of latent factors (Osborne, 2014, p. 1). Exploratory factor analysis 
involves four main steps: estimation or extraction of factors; decisions regarding how 
many factors should be retained; rotation of factors to an orientation that is interpretable; 
and obtaining individual factor scores (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2006, p. 88).  
Factorability 
The factorability of the 41 TPIPS items was first examined. Data were first 
screened for normality; after review of skewness and kurtosis scores, it was determined 
that the data were normally distributed. Several established criteria, including the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were 
considered. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy for this sample was 
0.82, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at the .0001 level. Therefore, the data 
are suitable for EFA.    
Factor Extraction Method 
The exploratory factor analysis was completed utilizing the weighted least squares 
with mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimation method in Mplus, Version 8. As 
the Likert scale for the proposed TPIPS scale consisted of five categories (i.e., strongly 
disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, strongly agree), the scale was 
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considered to be ordered categorical. Utilization of SEM methods such as maximum 
likelihood in with categorical data is inappropriate, as the Pearson correlations calculated 
based upon the data may underestimate the relationship amongst the variables (Liang & 
Yang, 2014, p. 18; Treiblmaier & Filzmoser, 2011); therefore, a method in which the 
polychoric correlations could be computed was sought. Weighted least squares with mean 
and variance adjusted (WLSMV) (Muthén, 1993) has emerged as a method by which 
polychoric correlations can be estimated and shown to perform well with categorical data 
(Muthén, du Toit, & Spisic, 1997). The weighted least squares with mean and variance 
adjusted estimation has been shown to perform as well as maximum likelihood (ML) and 
to produce factor loadings that more closely approximated those of the continuous 
variable’s population without requiring a larger sample size than that required for ML 
(Beauducel & Herzberg, 2006, p. 200). Further, Beauducel and Herzberg (2006) assert that 
the WLSMV estimation is superior to ML estimation and that WLSMV parameters may be 
more trustworthy, as the standard errors of the loadings were shown to be smaller in 
WLSMV than those in ML.  
Factor Rotation 
Factor rotation is an important component of EFA; it involves “moving the factor 
axes measuring the locations of the measured variables in the factor space so that the 
nature of the underlying constructs becomes more obvious to the researcher (Thompson, 
2004, p. 38). As it may be important resist limiting the analysis at any point in this process 
to a single analytic choice (Thompson, 2004), two rotations within the Crawford-Ferguson 
(CF) family (i.e., CF-facparsim and CF-equamax) were considered. According to Sass and 
Schmitt (2011), the CF-family rotation criteria minimize complexity such that the rotated 
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matrix demonstrates interpretable factor pattern loadings (p. 97). Further, Sass and Schmitt 
(2011) suggest that the CF-facparsim and CF-equamax be considered if a new measure is 
being constructed, if items are “thought to measure multiple factors,” and if the researcher 
endeavors to “remove items with larger cross-loadings to reduce the interfactor 
correlation” as these rotations are “better suited for complex data structures” (p. 110).  The 
authors further proffer that several rotations be considered to determine the stability of the 
factor structure. The CF-facparsim rotation was examined as it minimizes factor 
complexity and simplifies factors (Gorsuch, 1983; Sass & Schmitt, 2011). The CF-
equamax rotation was also considered; this rotation “simplifies variable and factor pattern 
matrix loadings and spreads variances more equally across the factors” (Gorsuch, 1983 as 
cited in Sass & Schmitt, 2011, pp. 97-98).  
Determination of Number of Factors to Retain 
Following completion of the exploratory factor analysis, the results were reviewed 
to determine how many factors should be retained. According to Thompson (2004), 
exploratory factor analysis “encompasses a broad family of choices” and the use of “more 
than one set of analytic choices is usually best practice” (pp. 27-28). Therefore, several 
approaches were utilized, including the eigenvalues-greater-than-one or K1 rule (Kaiser, 
1960), examination of the scree plot or scree test, parallel analysis, and Bayesian 
information criterion (BIC).  
 Kaiser Criterion. The Kaiser criterion was first consulted in the determination of 
how many factors should be retained. The Kaiser criterion holds that eigenvalues greater 
than 1.0 are representative of acceptable lower bounds for factors to be meaningful 
(Osborne, 2014). However, this approach may lead to over-extraction, as one may get 
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“many unimportant factors exceeding this criterion if you analyze 100 items in an 
analysis” (Osborne, 2014, p. 18).  Indeed, in a simulation study which analyzed data from 
10,0000 datasets, the Kaiser criterion was found to overestimate the number of factors and 
to be correct in the determination of factors to retain only 8.77% of the time (Ruscio & 
Roche, 2012). In the present study, ten factors were identified as having eigenvalues 
greater than one. 
  Cattell’s Scree Test. Cattell’s scree test was further examined in the determination 
of how many factors should be retained. As proposed by Cattell (1966), this involves an 
inspection of the plot of eigenvalues for the point at which the slope of the curve levels off 
or where an “elbow” can be seen in the plot (Johnson & Morgan, 1966; Osborne, 2014). 
The points above the identified “elbow” are considered to represent the preferred number 
of factors to retain as they would account for the most variance (a “cliff”) and be followed 
by those factors that account for only small variance (“scree”) (Courtney, 2013, p. 2). The 
scree plot for the present study is depicted in Figure 1. The slope of the line appears to 
level off twice, suggesting either five or seven factors be retained. Although the scree plot 
can be helpful in the determination of the number of factors to retain, several critiques of 
this technique have been proffered. First, examination of the scree plot and identification 
of the “elbow” is inherently subjective and ambiguous, leading researchers to disagree as 
to how many factors should be retained (Thompson, 2004). Zwick and Velicer (1986), for 
example, found the scree test to successfully identify the number of factors to retain 41.7% 
of the time (as cited in Courtney, 2013, p. 3). As such, additional techniques were utilized 
in the determination of how many factors should be retained in the present study.   
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Parallel Analysis. To gain further clarification regarding how many factors should 
be retained, a parallel analysis was conducted. A parallel analysis involves the simulation 
of numerous datasets with the same number of variables and respondents as the initial 
dataset comprised of random data. Eigenvalues are computed for each of the datasets; the 
mean is then computed across these datasets. The mean eigenvalues computed in the 
parallel analysis are then compared to those in the initial dataset. Only those factors in the 
initial dataset with eigenvalues that are more extreme than those obtained in the parallel 
analysis are maintained (Johnson & Morgan, 2016). Results of the parallel analysis are 
depicted in Figure 2. The parallel analysis suggests that the first five factors have 
eigenvalues more extreme than those in the randomly generated datasets and, therefore, 
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Schwarz’s Bayesian Information Criterion Dimensionality Test. The Bayesian 
information criterion dimensionality test (BIC; Schwarz, 1978) was consulted in the 
determination of factors to retain. The BIC has been widely utilized for model selection; it 
is a likelihood criterion that is used in the selection of a model in which the BIC criterion is 
maximized (Chen & Gopalakrishman, 1998). It has been shown to select models with 
fewer parameters than Akaike’s information criterion (AIC) and to perform better than 
AIC in the recovery of the true number of factors to extract (Preacher, Zhang, Kim, & 
Mels, 2013, pp. 38-39). This analysis was performed in Factor, version 10.8.01 (Lorenzo-
Seva & Ferrando, 2013). In alignment with the parallel analysis, Schwarz’s Bayesian 
information criterion (BIC) dimensionality test advised that there were five common 
factors within the data. The results of the BIC dimensionality test are depicted in Table 1. 
 
Figure 2 Parallel Analysis 
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Table 1 Schwarz's Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) Dimensionality Test 













Finally, as the WLSMV estimator was utilized, the chi-square and model fit 
statistics were examined in the determination of factors to retain (Muthén, 2017, personal 
communication); specifically, the chi-square, root mean square error of approximation, 
CFI, and TLI were examined. The model fit statistics for the EFA with four, five, and six 
factors are depicted in Table 2. 
 
 
Table 2 Goodness-of-Fit Indicators, EFA 




4 Factor  1118.12 662 <.001 1.69 0.90 0.88 0.06 0.05-0.07 0.07 
5 Factor 900.45 625 <.001 1.44 0.94 0.92 0.05 0.04-0.05 0.05 
6 Factor 791.28 589 <.001 1.34 0.96 0.94 0.04 0.03-0.05 0.05 
Note: n = 195. CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation, 
RMSEA Confidence Interval = root-mean-square error of approximation confidence interval from 




All of the above techniques for the determination of how many factors should be 
retained; the five-factor solution was preferred based upon acceptable fit indices and 
results from the parallel analysis and Bayesian information criterion dimensionality test. 
However, as the six-factor model also produced acceptable model fit, it was also subjected 
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to further analysis. The scales were named in accordance with extant literature in 
consideration of participant feedback within the focus group, pilot study, and operational 
study. The possible scale configurations are listed in Table 3. 
 
Table 3 Possible Scale Configurations for TPIPS 
Configuration Subscales 
Four Subscales Identity Deferral 
 Identity Revision 
 Partner Pressure 
 Personal/Social Conflict 
  
Five Subscales Identity Deferral 
 Identity Dissonance/Satisfaction 
 Identity Revision  
 Partner Pressure 
 Social Pressure 
  
Six Subscales Identity Deferral 
 Identity Satisfaction 
 Identity Revision 
 Identity Reexamination 
 Interpersonal Pressure 




Factor-Loading Patterns and Determination of Items to Retain 
 Finally, the pattern and structure matrices of factor loadings were examined in the 
determination of which items comprised each factor and if any items should be removed 
from the item pool (Matsunaga, 2010). Drawing upon recommendations provided within 
the literature on item retention decisions, several criteria were utilized in this 
determination, including the following: items within an identified factor must be logically 
related to other items within the same factor; the factor should consist of a minimum of 
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three items (Guilford, 1952); items with cross-loadings which surpass 0.32 are considered 
for removal (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Matsunaga, 2010; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994); 
and item communalities below 0.40 will be considered for removal (Gorsuch, 1983).  
The above processes were completed utilizing the results from the EFA with 
WLSMV estimation and CF-facparsim rotation as well as with the CF-equamax rotation. 
As a result of these procedures utilizing the four-factor solution, both the CF-equamax and 
the CF-facparsim rotation retained 23 items. In the five-factor solution, the CF-facparsim 
rotation retained 27 of the original 41 items; analysis of the CF-equamax for the five and 
six-factor models results led to a total of 31 items retained in the five-factor solution. 
These results are depicted in Table 9, Table 10, Table 11, Table 12, and Table 13 in 
Appendix B. The factor correlations obtained results obtained utilizing these rotations are 
depicted in Table 14, Table 15, Table 16, Table 17, and Table 18 in Appendix C. The 
results indicated that the rotations utilized provided different perspectives on factor 
structures and that each of the competing models are plausible. As such, the above 
solutions were subjected to confirmatory factor analysis to assess construct validity and to 
further refine the TPIPS.   
 Upon examination of the factor structure matrices of factor loadings, the six-factor 
model obtained via the CF-facparsim rotation was eliminated from consideration. This 
decision was based upon its failure to meet criteria that each factor should be comprised of 
at least three items (Guilford, 1952); two of the obtained factors were comprised of only 
two items. Further, items within several subscales were not logically related to the other 
items within the same subscale. Thus, this model was no longer deemed acceptable and 
was not subjected to further analysis.  
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Confirmatory factor analysis was utilized to confirm the structure of the TPIPS and 
to determine which model (i.e., the four, five, or six factor model) adequately fit the data 
(Matsunaga, 2010). The use of both the CF-equamax and CF-facparsim rotations in the 
initial EFA provided distinctive perspectives on the data. The two five-factor models 
obtained from exploratory factor analysis utilizing the WLSMV estimation and CF-
equamax and CF-facparsim rotations, as well as the six-factor model obtained via the CF-
equamax rotation, demonstrated acceptable model fit, they were subsequently submitted to 
confirmatory factor analysis in order to confirm the posited factor structure and determine 
which model best fit the data. This estimation method was chosen due to its utility in the 
analysis of ordered categorical data and with CFA models comprised of a large number of 
factors (Beauducel & Herzberg, 2006; Muthén, du Toit, & Spisic, 1997). The analysis was 
conducted in Mplus, Version 8.   
Model Evaluation 
In accordance with established standards for the evaluation of model fit, several fit 
statistics were examined in the evaluation of model fit (Matsunaga, 2010).  The chi-square 
statistic, which describes the degree to which the variance or covariance pattern of the data 
and that of the tested model is discrepant, was first examined (p. 106). The chi-square 
statistic was significant across models tested. However, concerns have been raised 
regarding the utility of this fit statistic, including its tendency to be influenced by sample 
size and testing of an “implausible” hypothesis (Kline, 2005, p. 136). In an attempt to 
reduce its sensitivity to sample size, the normed chi-square was also calculated (i.e., the 
chi-square statistic was divided by the degrees of freedom). Acceptable ratios for the 
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normed chi-square range in the literature from 2.0 to 5.0 (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 
2008; Kline, 2005). These results are depicted in Table 4.  
The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) fit statistic was further 
examined. The RMSEA provides information regarding how well the model would fit with 
an estimation of the populations’ covariance matrix and has been regarded as a highly 
informative fit index (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008, p. 54; Kline, 2005). The 
recommendations for RMSEA cut-offs have fluctuated over the years from between 0.05 
to 0.10 to an upper limit of 0.06 (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Recommended 
ranges for the comparative fit index (CFI) have similarly been amended over time, with a 
CFI greater than or equal to 0.90 initially recommended to a more recent recommendation 
of a CFI that is greater than or equal to 0.95 (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008).  
Although some researchers have asserted that RMSEA should be below 0.07 or 
0.06 and CFI/TLI greater than 0.95 in an adequate model, others have proffered that the 
aforementioned goodness of fit (GOF) criteria are too restrictive, especially when a model 
contains multiple (i.e., five or greater) factors with five or greater items per factor (Hooper, 
Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008; Marsh, Hau, & Grayson, 2005). Marsh, Hau, and Grayson 
(2005) further assert that models containing factors with more than two to three items per 
factor may be unable to achieve the frequently utilized goodness of fit indices of 0.95 or 
greater and removing items to achieve greater GOF may cause the construct validity to 
suffer. Further, others have asserted that strict adherence to the aforementioned cutoff 
values may lead to incorrectly rejecting an acceptable model, otherwise known as a Type I 
error (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). As such, others have asserted that a model in 
which the RMSEA value is below 0.08 and the CFT/TLI greater than 0.90 should also be 
  68 
considered as acceptable to avoid rejection of an adequate model (Marsh, Hau, & Grayson, 
2005, as cited in Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004; Matsunaga, 2010). Given the proposed factor 
structure of the TPIPS and the existence of three or more items per factor, the latter criteria 
(i.e., CFI, TLI > 0.9; RMSEA <0.08) were utilized. The model fit indices are depicted in 
Table 4. Overall, of the models tested the four-factor model obtained via the CF-equamax 
rotation demonstrated the best fit based on both theory and model fit information. 
 
Table 4 Goodness-of-Fit Indicators, CFA, No Items Removed 








673.95 224 <.001 3.01 0.86 0.84 0.10 0.09-0.11 1.46 
4 Factor, 
CF-equamax 
426.99 203 <.001 2.10 0.92 0.91 0.08 0.07-0.09 1.10 
5 Factor, CF-
facparsim 
1031.9 314 <.001 3.29 0.79 0.77 0.108 0.10-0.17 1.67 
5 Factor, 
CF-equamax 
962.82 314 <.001 3.07 0.82 0.80 0.103 0.096-0.11 1.56 
6 Factor, CF-
equamax 
1338.82 419 <.001 3.20 0.75 0.72 0.106 0.10-0.11 1.76 
Note: n = 195. CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation, 
RMSEA Confidence Interval = root-mean-square error of approximation confidence interval 




Improving Model Fit and Optimization of Scale Length 
Following completion of the above analyses, the fit indices were reviewed. The 
five-factor model obtained via the CF-equamax rotation in the initial EFA was preferred 
given its chi-square and RMSEA values and fit with extant literature and theory; however, 
both four-factor models demonstrated acceptable model fit. The fit of each construct and 
its associated items for the three possible solutions were examined individually to identify 
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and remove any items which performed poorly. Specifically, items with R2 values less than 
0.20 were considered for removal as such values may indicate the presence of high levels 
of error and poor fit (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Further, the correlation 
residuals were reviewed (Kline, 2005). As a result of these analyses, two items were 
removed (i.e., items Q310R and Q311R) from the five-factor solution. One item (i.e., item 
Q37) was removed from the four-factor solution obtained via CF-equamax rotation; seven 
items (i.e., items Q33, Q39R, Q 37, Q321, Q320, Q326, and Q332) were moved from the 
four-factor solution obtained via CF-facparsim rotation. The final solutions with poorly 
performing items removed are depicted in Table 5. Overall, the four-factor solution 
obtained via the CF-facparsim rotation, depicted in Figure 3 in Appendix G, demonstrated 
the best fit with the data as well as with extant theory. The final model is comprised of the 
following domains: Identity Deferral, Identity Revision, Partner Pressure, and Social 
Pressure. 
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Table 5 Goodness-of-Fit Indicators, After Improving Model Fit 






200.60 98 <.001 2.04 0.96 0.95 0.07 0.06-0.09 0.92 
4 Factor, CF-
equamax 
388.56 183 <.001 2.12 0.93 0.92 0.08 0.07-0.09 1.08 
5 Factor, CF-
equamax 
565.47 265 <.001 2.13 0.91 0.90 0.076 0.068-0.085 1.18 
Note: n = 195. CFI = comparative fit index, RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation, RMSEA 
Confidence Interval = root-mean-square error of approximation confidence interval from 10-90%, WRMR 
= Weighted Root Mean-Square Residual. 
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Internal Consistency 
The Omega coefficient was calculated for each domain or subscale of the TPIPS. 
Due to concerns regarding the utility of alpha and its sensitivity to the number of items that 
comprise a scale, the omega coefficient was utilized to examine the internal consistency of 
the subscales. Omega was selected in the estimation of internal consistency as it has been 
shown to perform at least as well as alpha if the tau-equivalent model is met and to 
outperform alpha if it is not. Further, omega carries less risk of over- or underestimation of 
reliability; it has been recommended that omega replace alpha (Dunn, Baguley, & 
Brunsden, 2014; Sijtsma, 2009). The coefficient omega values and confidence intervals for 
each subscale of the TPIPS are depicted in Table 6. Overall, the subscales of the TPIPS 
demonstrated good internal consistency with strong coefficient omegas on the Identity 
Revision ( = .895, Bootstrap corrected [BC] 95% CI [.86, .92]) and Partner Pressure ( = 

















Deferral 0.813 0.826 0.841 0.877 0.903 0.908 0.918 
Revision 0.847 0.860 0.868 0.895 0.916 0.919 0.915 
Partner 
Pressure 
0.837 0.849 0.853 0.885 0.907 0.911 0.916 
Social 
Pressure 
0.793 0.807 0.814 0.852 0.879 0.884 0.891 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 Building upon extant literature (Brown, 2009; Brown, 2010; Diamond & 
Butterworth, 2008), lived experiences of focus group members, expert input, and survey 
feedback and analysis, this study documents the development of a scale examining how 
language utilized to describe one’s sexual identity is impacted when an individual or their 
partner comes out as transgender of gender nonconforming. The development of this 
measure included a focus group and use of the nominal group technique, pilot study, and 
operational study. Drawing upon the literature base and responses obtained in the focus 
group, the scale was originally hypothesized to contain four domains: identity deferral, 
identity revision, identity consolidation, and social process. Sixty-three items were initially 
tested in the pilot study. The item pool was reduced to 41 items in accordance with 
participant feedback and an additional expert review following completion of the pilot 
study. These 41 items were then subjected to factor analytic techniques, including 
exploratory factor analysis to identify subscales and their associated items and 
confirmatory factor analysis to verify the factor structure or subscales. The final scale 
consisted of 16 items and four domains (i.e., Identity Deferral, Identity Revision, Partner 
Pressure, and Social Pressure). The domains were not highly correlated, suggesting that 
each is representative of a distinct identity process within the scale.   
As hypothesized, elements of the original domains were retained in the subsequent 
analyses; specifically, the domains of Identity Deferral, Identity Revision, and Social 
Processes emerged as important components of the final model. Interestingly, the proposed 
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domain of Social Processes domain was divided into separate domains: pressure from 
one’s partner and pressure from others (e.g., friends, peers, family, society) to change 
one’s sexual identity label. However, the proposed domain of identity consolidation was 
not replicated in the subsequent data analyses.  
The first domain, Identity Deferral, reflects the construct as presented by Brown 
(2009, 2010), Joslin-Roher and Wheeler (2009), and Diamond and Butterworth (2008) in 
their qualitative inquiries into the experiences of partners of transgender individuals. 
Specifically, the notion that transition leads some to feel that no extant label for their 
sexual identity adequately aligns with their experiences or to an eschewal of identity labels 
altogether emerged as salient experiences for participants. This may result from a lack of 
alignment between ones’ personal and private selves or cognitive dissonance related to (1) 
their sexual identity and the gender identity of their partner or (2) transitioning. Indeed, the 
items which comprise the Identity Deferral domain within the TPIPS reflect these ideals, 
reflecting uncertainty as to how to label one’s sexual identity, actively searching for an 
accurate label, and dissatisfaction regarding their sexual identity label.  
 The alteration or revision of identity also emerged as an important component of 
the identity processes of transgender and gender nonconforming individuals and their 
partners. The aim of said revision appeared to be an affirmation of self and partner within 
the current sample; that is, the items which comprise this scale reflect the revision of 
sexual identity label towards a goal of honoring one’s partner or more accurately 
representing lived experiences. This reflects the domain of identity revision as proffered by 
Brown (2009) and Joslin-Roher and Wheeler (2009) in that it reflects the exploration and 
adoption of fluid identities which eschew the existence of gender binaries. The emergence 
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of two items within this domain which specifically speak to the alteration of sexual identity 
label to honor one’s partner is also of interest. These items (i.e., “As a result of my 
relationship(s), I have adopted a sexual identity label that better describes my sexual 
identity and honors the identity of my partner(s); I have changed the language I use to 
describe my sexual identity to better honor the gender identity of my partner(s)”) 
communicate the intent or motivating factors which precede the revision of one’s sexual 
identity label.   
Of particular interest is the division of the hypothesized social processes domain 
into partner pressure and social pressure, each reflecting different ways in which sexual 
identity labels, in the context of a shifting social sphere, may be challenged. The Social 
Pressure domain underlines the impact of an alteration in the social perception on how an 
individual personally conceptualizes and labels their sexual identity as well as the impact 
of relational and social stressors in navigating identity and the labeling thereof. It may 
further be reflective of an ongoing paradigm shift or dissonance between acceptance of 
new, more fluid identities within the LGBT community and a strict adherence to 
established sexual identity labels both outside the LGBT community and within. The 
Partner Pressure domain reflects tension experienced within the context of a relationship in 
regard to sexual identity labels (e.g., “My partner(s) pressured me to use a label for my 
sexual identity that does not align with how I personally identify”) and the authenticity 
thereof (e.g., “My partner(s) have questioned the authenticity of my sexual identity”). The 
etiology of this pressure is diverse: First, several participants, in alignment with other 
research, touched on the concept of covering one’s identity or living “stealth.” One 
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participant, for example, noted that “We are not out to the public and have an eight year 
old” while another stated 
My partner was highly invested in only men who REALLY, REALLY embodied 
transmen were valid men so I never discussed my own questions of my own 
gender. I doubt anything that wasn't 1,000% crystal clear about my own identity 
would have been seen as anything other than a personal attack on him. We're not 
together now and that's for the best. He really seemed to think his road to stealth 
included some toxic masculinities. 
Social pressures to cover to live “stealth” may, then, lead to pressure from one’s partner to 
adopt a more traditional sexual identity label in an attempt to avoid being “outed” or 
subjected to public scrutiny. This is reflective of Goffman’s (1963) concept of passing and 
covering, as the individual or their partner actively choose to conceal a stigmatized identity 
or actively attempts to divert attention away from their marginalized identities respectively 
to avoid social oppression (Kanuha, 1999). This may also be reflective of the espousal of 
culturally defined norms for gender and sexual identity and desires for one’s partner to fit 
the accepted mold.    
 Within the Social Pressure domain, the two items emerged that cohered with the 
hypothesized presence of resistance to change one’s identity label due to fears of losing 
membership in groups or communities (i.e.,  “I have hesitated to change how I label my 
sexual identity because I fear I will no longer be welcome in some spaces or communities; 
have felt excluded from certain groups due to how others perceive my sexual identity”). 
These ideals reflect those found within qualitative studies of partners of transgender 
individuals (see Brown, 2009, Brown, 2010, Diamond & Butterworth, 2008) as well as 
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concepts within social psychology regarding group membership, norms, and belongingness 
(Hogg & Reid, 2006; Lambert et al., 2013). As transgender individuals and their partners 
transition, they enter into a developmental task of navigating their social spheres and 
interacting with social groups in novel ways. Specifically, a couple who was previously 
perceived as heterosexual may, following transition, lose membership within previously 
established groups as they no longer “embody the prototype” (Hogg & Reid, 2006, p. 19). 
The same is true for couples who were previously perceived to be same-sex. This transition 
of group membership inherently involves shifts in associated levels of power and privilege 
in society as well as a threatened loss of belongingness within a group and its associated 
psychological and psychosocial benefits (Lambert et al., 2013). The emergence of a 
domain focused upon the social aspects of identity and the impact of transition on social 
processes is, then, consistent with concepts of group membership and belongingness. 
It should also be noted that the current results diverge from the experiences of 
transgender individuals and their partners as documented in the existing literature. The 
domain of Identity Consolidation, involving enhancement of identity or a sense of renewed 
confidence in the fit between an individuals’ understanding of their sexual identity and 
how they are perceived by others (Brown, 2009), is notably absent. As this process was 
most observed in bisexual, pansexual, or queer women (Brown, 2009; Diamond & 
Butterworth, 2008), it is particularly surprising that this domain did not emerge in the data 
as almost one-third of the sample identified as nonmonosexual. This may, in part, reflect a 
shifting social milieu and the alteration of community norms towards inclusivity of various 
labels for sexual identity in the decade since this research. For example, an individual who 
previously identified as bisexual, a label which implies the existence of a gender binary, 
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may adopt a more inclusive label for their sexual identity such as pansexual or queer to be 
inclusive of a transgender or gender nonconforming partner. The increased flexibility in 
the adoption of sexual identity labels may decrease the salience of identity consolidation in 
this population.  
While the literature continues to expand and attend to the unique experiences of 
this population (see Brown, 2009; Brown, 2010; Diamond & Butterworth, 2008; Katz-
Wise, Reisner, Hughto, & Keo-Meier, 2016, Meier & Herman, 2011; Meier et al., 2013), 
extant measures of identity have thus far focused upon either sexual identity or gender 
identity development processes. Further, many have focused upon identity development as 
an individualistic endeavor rather than a social process which is impacted by placement 
within various sociopolitical milieus (Baumeister & Twenge, 2003; Goffman, 1963). For 
example, the Lesbian Identity Scale and Gay Identity Scale (Fassinger & McCarn, 1997; 
Fassinger, 1997) focus on sexual identity development and associated developmental tasks. 
The Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Identity Scale (Mohr & Kendra, 2011) builds upon the 
construct of identity development in its conceptualization of identity development as 
multidimensional and subject to elements of minority stress; similarly, the Lesbian 
Internalized Homophobia Scale (Szymanski & Chung, 2001) examines the relationship 
between the self and the social environment with a marginalized identity. However, the 
aim of each of the aforementioned scales is an investigation solely of sexual identity. The 
Transgender Congruence Scale analogously encapsulates the development of gender 
identity and comfort with both gender identity and expression; however, it omits 
consideration of relationships between sexual and gender identity development of TGNC 
individuals (Kozee, Tylka, & Bauerband, 2012). These scales arguably adopt an 
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essentialist perspective on sexual and gender identity development in reliance upon 
dichotomous models of gender and sexual identity (Diamond & Butterworth, 2008). At 
this time, there are no published scales which measure aspects of relational dynamics of 
transgender individuals or their partners, and a substantial proportion of published scales 
assessing adjustment in couples or relationship satisfaction rest upon validation within 
heteronormative subject pools.  
The present study, then, has diverged from established literature in perspective as it 
rested upon a conceptualization of sexual identity intersectional, fluid, and a product of the 
individual, relational, and social aspects of self (Diamond, 2008).  The TPIPS aims to 
capture the dynamic nature of the self as situated within personal, relational, and social 
contexts, and how transgender individuals and their partners may endure unique challenges 
to previously established conceptualizations of self as a result of the transition of self or 
partner. As such, this study both builds upon and expands the scope of the literature 
regarding the experiences of this population by adding an intersectional perspective and 
providing a means by which the interaction of the social and personal selves may be 
captured. 
Limitations 
Several cultural limitations within this study are of note. First, this scale 
administered in English and was not translated into any other language. The TPIPS could 
have benefitted from translation into other languages (e.g., Portuguese, Spanish, Urdu, 
Navajo) to reach a broader participant pool, increase external validity, and better capture 
the experiences of a more culturally diverse group of people. Translation of the scale into 
Urdu and Navajo may have been of particular import given the inclusion of culturally 
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specific terms for transgender individuals (Hijira and Two-Spirit, respectively) in the 
South Asian and Navajo cultures. In foregoing translation into other languages, the 
perspectives of non-English speakers or may have been overlooked, and its development 
and validation in a Western culture severely limit the universal applicability of the measure 
(Lee & Lim, 2008).  
Further, in recruiting for and administering this scale online, the perspectives of 
individuals without access to a computer or the Internet may have been omitted from the 
analysis. This may have been a significant limitation, as transgender individuals experience 
high rates of poverty, unemployment, and homelessness (Grant et al., 2011). Therefore, the 
applicability and external validity of the scale may have been compromised. Similarly, 
although attempts to reduce the complexity and general reading level of the items were 
made the scale may benefit from a further revision and review by experts to increase its 
accessibility to individuals of a larger array of reading levels.  
In addition, this study may have also benefitted from an additional round of data 
collection with a different participant pool or sample. With the collection of additional 
data, the stability of the factor structure, reliability, and validity of the scale could be 
further examined (Lee & Lim, 2008). This scale should further be normed on a culturally 
diverse sample via the recruitment of a larger sample of TGNC individuals and their 
partners to increase its external validity. There may have been a number of reasons why 
individuals within this community did not self-select for inclusion in this study, including 
the general invisibility of the population, the current sociopolitical milieu, and possible 
distrust of researchers.  
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Finally, it should be noted that the language and terminology within the 
LGBTQIA+ community and culture are ever evolving and culturally and contextually 
embedded (Singh & dickey, 2016). Therefore, the dimensions identified, and language 
utilized within, this scale may need further refinement and continual study to remain 
culturally relevant.  
Implications for Future Research 
 There are several implications for further research that lead directly from the 
aforementioned limitations. An additional administration of this scale and collection of 
data may also be beneficial for several reasons. Of particular import would be an 
investigation of the convergent and discriminant validity of the TPIPS. The creation and 
use of a paper-and-pencil version of the scale to increase its accessibility to individuals 
without access to a computer or the Internet or to those who may not be able to see the 
computer screen may also be beneficial. Future studies may also involve the translation of 
this scale into other languages and reevaluation of its factor structure to better examine the 
cross-cultural utility of this scale.  
Further, data regarding the perspectives of clinicians who may utilize this scale is 
needed. Future research may, for example, involve explicating this scale and its domains to 
a focus group of clinicians. This focus group would ideally consist of clinicians familiar 
with issues pertaining to the LGBTQIA+ community and those with less experience or 
familiarity. In so doing, the accessibility of this scale to a wide range of clinicians could be 
assessed. A second focus group could then be conducted after the clinicians have the 
opportunity to administer the scale to a client. The feedback obtained from this second 
focus group could be used to further enhance the scale as well as its instructions for use. 
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Finally, future investigations should further seek to clarify whether the identified 
identity dimensions (i.e., identity deferral, revision, partner pressure, and social pressure) 
are distinct categories or whether they represent a continuum along which individuals 
progress. Future research should also examine the scientific utility of this scale by 
examining relationships between dimensions of sexual identity renegotiation and 
established measures of personality, self-esteem, or relationship satisfaction, for example. 
Future research should further focus on the relationship between the TPIPS and dyadic 
trust (Larzelere & Huston, 1980), experiences in close relationships (Fraley, Heffernan, 
Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011), relationship satisfaction (Hendrick, 1988), and dyadic 
adjustment (Spanier, 1976), as the experiences of TGNC individuals and their partners is 
not well documented in the literature. Further, given the hypothesized associations between 
passing and covering of identity, stigma and invisible identities, and minority identity and 
psychosocial stress (Kanuha, 1999; Meyer, 1995; Meyer, 2003; Meyer & Frost, 2013), it 
may be beneficial to examine associations between domains within the TPIPS and 
measures of anxiety, stress, depression, and well-being.  
It is hoped that this scale will facilitate culturally competent practice with this 
community by providing researchers and clinicians with an accessible scientific and 
process-oriented tool with which they may better understand how each of the 
aforementioned dimensions may contribute to the mental and emotional health of members 
of this community as well as better voice the unique experiences of TGNC individuals and 
their partners. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUALITATIVE RESPONSES TO PILOT AND OPERATIONAL SURVEY 
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Table 7 Pilot Survey Feedback 
 
Qualitative Responses within Pilot Study 
 
Is there anything else that you would like the researchers to know or 
understand about your gender and sexual identity? 
 
• I put that my sexuality is Queer - Polyamorous, to be more specific, I am 
someone who is sexually and romantically attracted to anyone who does not 
identify as a cisgender male. I am also someone who has the capability to be 
romantically and/or sexually involved with more than one partner.  
• Not all nonbinary id this way, but I do consider myself trans 
• I am a nonbinary trans person and really hate the term "gender non-
conforming" because I was there for its creation and coining. 
 
It was literally made to try to prove nonbinary transgender people weren't 
~really trans~. I'm really sad it's gotten the traction it has, cause it's been used 
in messages that ended, literally, with people telling us to kill ourselves for 
"taking up space". 
• Although my sexuality is asexual, my romantic identity is demiromantic. It's 
part of the aromantic spectrum, and it means I hardly ever feel romantic 
attraction to people, and when I do it's after being their friend for a long time 
• I'm asexual, but I'm also polyromantic (can be romantically attracted to people 
of multiple genders) 
• I consider bi and pansexual synonyms for defining purposes but I identify with 
bi more for labeling purposes. 
• I am a biological female and my sexual orientation is heterosexual however I 
am only attracted to transgender men. My husband is biologically female 
currently transitioning to male and identifies as a straight male.  
• I'm also aromantic 
• There's people in more than one romantic relationship 
• Gender nonconforming 
• I like to use both bisexual and queer to describe myself. 
• I identify as bi but do not feel limited to male or female attraction  
• My definition and use of queer is inclusive of partners that identified as 
cisgender male, transgender male, and cisgender female as far as I am aware 
(that they identified as.)  
• It's only been in the past ~2 months that I've realized I'm transgender. I've been 
seeing a gender therapist for about 3 weeks and attended one support group. 
 
Sexually, I would describe myself as homoromantic as a transwoman. 
• I identify as gay- Though will date through the spectrum as I'm mostly 
attracted to masculine personalities.  
My partner is pan- but tend to lean more towards males. 
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Table 8 Operational Study Feedback 
 
Qualitative Responses within Operational Survey 
 
Is there anything else that you would like the researchers to know or understand 
about your gender and sexual identity? 
 
• I prefer they/them pronouns. 
• I'm kinda questioning my gender identity but I'm pretty sure I'm pansexual 
• I'm a cisgender woman but after my partner came out, it led me to question my 
gender a little bit. I do not feel comfortable identifying as anything other than 
cisgender and don't believe I am trans in any way, however. My sexual identity 
has been something I questioned for most of my teen years. I have only been in 
straight relationships until my partner came out as trans, so I never felt it was 
right to claim any sort of homosexual label. It was not until my partner came out 
that I adopted the term lesbian/gay. I am still not sure if I am demi, or if I thought 
I was demi because I didn't feel I could be attracted to women/I wasn't really 
attracted to men. I'm still questioning but I like using the label gay/lesbian as it is 
affirming, but I still think I am demi. 
• I'm a Boy, and I accidentally hit female Lmao and I'm gay so yeah Cx  
• I identify as transgender, as nb people are transgender. 
• I'm a girl traped in a guy's body 
• No not really just stop treating us like freaks were all humans who deserve the 
right to be happy . 
• Her (my partner's) gender presentation fluctuates a lot more than her identity. 
• Prior to my partner coming out, I identified as heterosexual, though this wasn't 
entirely accurate - it was simply the easier option than considering or defending 
bisexuality. 
• I use the terms lesbian, gay, and queer to describe myself, but I predominately 
identify with the term lesbian. 
• I'm about 90% sure I'm just simply lesbian, however I've had recent thoughts that 
push me into questioning territory. 
• I'm in an ongoing conversation about being bi, and how that can be perceived as 
reinforcing binaries or as exclusive to trans people. I have not really claimed any 
other identities, but I think queer is also encompassing.  
• I always considered myself to be straight, bicurious as well, but have made an 
exception for my partner. Now I am more open to my interest in women.  
• I used to be what I construed totally straight, but after being with my partner for 
4 years and them coming out to me in December- I realized I had always had 
romantic attraction to both men and women (leaning heavily more towards men, 
but I had found a handful of women attractive enough to think about dating) but I 
absolutely did not want to have sex with a vagina- but would rather be penetrated 
by something resembling a phalic form or by an actual penis. Since discovering  
      my partners true orientation I have had a lot of questions on my own sexuality.  
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• What I once thought was completely straight is now not the case at all. Why do I 
find my partner sexually attractive despite only liking a very select amount of 
women in the past? am I pan romantic and straight sexually? Still a lot of 
questions with wavering answers.  
• Being a lesbian and a trans woman is definitely possible. A lot of people question 
that.  
• I considered myself bisexual until my second current partner came out to me as 
being trans feminine, and then I found myself no longer attracted to men. 
• I am also intersex (CAH) 
• I use the word gay more than lesbian. 
• I identify as a lesbian who is attracted to very masculine women. 
• Thought I was bi until about three months into HRT, whereupon men lost all 
appeal to me. 
• Straight-leaning, but care less about masculine features (beard, body hair, 
muscles) than most heterosexual men I know, while still having strong genital 
preferences (aroused by vulvas, indifferent to penises/gonads) 
• My partner came out as transgender during our marriage (male-to-female 
transgender). I do not consider myself to be a lesbian, but am still married to and 
romantic with my partner. 
• I dated almost exclusively cisgender men (although I identified as queer) from 
my teens into my mid-twenties. I dated one person before my current partner / 
fiance, who was identifying as a cisgender woman at the time but has since come 
to identify also as genderqueer / transmasculine. I identify as queer now and if I 
weren't with my fiance for some reason, I would be pretty unlikely to date 
another cisgender man - I've realized I am attracted to masculinity from gender 
non-conforming / female-bodied people, and dating cisgender men was 
something I did more out of social obligation. "Queer" feels more accurate than 
bisexual for this reason. 
• I've always identified as a gay woman and have only seriously dated women 
(aside from the few innocent dates with guys in college).  
• One day I'm a male, the next I'm female... not much to be said 
• I love girls 
• I answered bi, pan and queer because all of those describe me and I'd use 
different terms in different circumstances. 
 
I'd use "bi" if I didn't feel like explaining what pan and queer mean. I'm attracted 
to people who don't fall neatly within the gender binary, so pan is probably more 
accurate. But really I prefer queer as a way of signifying that my sexuality is 
outside the "norm": I can be attracted to men but I'm not at all interested in 
masculine men and I've never wanted a stereotypical hetero relationship, I'm also 
pretty sure that my personal style and way of presenting myself telegraph "queer"  
• I didn't know my girlfriend was trans until 4 yrs and a whole child into our 
relationship... 
 
  103 
Table 8 Continued 
• I hope you wonderful people can help clear the myth that gender and sexual 
identity/orientation are tied to each other, and also to help clear the myth that 
lesbian transwomen don't exist. Finally, maybe also clear up the biggest myth of 
all, that bisexual men don't exist. 
• I am a male to female trans person (transwoman), and I am a lesbian as well. I 
love women, but also find some androgynous, feminine and rarely masculine 
men attractive. So I could also bi. The point is, gender and sexual orientation are 
independent, and they are also somewhat fluid. Could change day by day, month 
to month or year to year. 
• It is a detail about me, not a major facet of my personality  
• We got married as a straight girl and a straight guy. 
I'm calling myself bisexual now since I'm still attracted to her as a woman. That 
makes sense right? The 'romantic orientation' concept is a bit new to me. 
She identifies as a lesbian now, since her gender is different (well, you know) but 
her orientation is still towards women.  
• My gender is nonbinary. I only selected transgender male because it's my history. 
7/10 of the time people see me as male. 1/10 of the time I'm seen as female. 2/10 
of the time people think I'm a trans woman. My gender is fluid because I respond 
and adapt to people around me, in response to how they engage with me. My 
partner is able to see beyond the limits of gender, so with them I'm not adapting, 
I'm just a person, and they are too. Outside of our relationship she is a cisgender 
female.  
• It depends on who I'm talking to how I'll choose to describe it. Definitely Not 
Straight though.  
• I'm a male who sees no difference between cisgender women and trans women  
• I suspect I am a straight-leaning demisexual, but haven't had a chance to fully 
reflect on it. I have had exclusively straight partnerships (until my wife came out) 
with only one of those relationships being sexually active (the one with my wife). 
I had thought I was entirely straight until she came out. Her presenting female 
does not present an issues to my sexuality, though I still have no interest in other 
women. 
• I have always defined as a cis woman. I always considered myself straight, but 
years ago the joke was made that I am a lesbian who likes penis. My current 
relationship is with a transwoman, who is non-binary. It would seem, I am a 
lesbian who likes penis.  
• lonely 
• Very vanilla gay couple (cis male + FTM) 
• I never considered my sexual orientation and romantic orientation separately 
from one another. I know the queer/kink community does, but as a run of the mill 
vanilla person, I never even considered the question inwardly to myself.  
• I am bisexual with a strong preference towards women. 
• My wife came out as trangender female and transitioned after we'd been married 
for about ten years. This resulted in an evolution in my own sexual and romantic 
identity.  
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• My entire life I felt that I was bisexual (pan wasn't a thing growing up), but that 
was very much shunned in my youth, so I suppressed it. My partner is non-binary 
trans, ftm, with plans to some surgery but not full.   
This aspect of the relationship, and the freedom in our conversations, has given 
me an opportunity to finally figure out who I am.  I am nearly 40 but I can finally 
express the various attractions I have to women, men, and non-binary people.  It's 
wonderful. 
• I considered myself heterosexual until meeting my partner, they first presented as 
a straight male (ftm) however after time concluded that they felt neither strictly 
male or female but rather a mixture of both genders. While in bed we behave as 
two women would and are both female identified, while during everyday life 
they present as slightly more masculine.  
• Until recently, I identified as cis hetero female- I was married to a cis male for 10 
years. Have always been attracted to women, but for a variety of reasons never 
identified as lesbian.  I started dating a person who I thought was a cis hetero 
man about 2 years ago.  She came out to me as a trans woman this past summer 
and things just “clicked” I realized that I am very attracted to her as a trans 
woman and I am clearly more attracted sexually and romantically to individuals 
identifying as female than male, regardless of the body they come in.  
• I'd call myself her-sexual. I've always only considered male partners, but I fell in 
love with her and despite her changes, I'm ok with it, though I can't imagine ever 
being with someone of the same gender otherwise.  
• My partner was highly invested in only men who REALLY, REALLY embodied 
transmen were valid men so I never discussed my own questions of my own 
gender. I doubt anything that wasn't 1,000% crystal clear about my own identity 
would have been seen as anything other than a personal attack on him. 
We're not together now and that's for the best. He really seemed to think his road 
to stealth included some toxic masculinities. :( 
• I don't personally have a strong identity around gender. I identify with my 
biological sex regardless of my conformity or nonconformity to gender 
expectations.  
• Love is not a finite resource, love does not divide. 
• Love men and women and crossdresse  
• Spouse still presents as male, so still presents as hetero, but feels like a woman 
inside, so internally homo. 
• I am not homophobic I believe people are attracted to and love who they love and 
have every right to do so, but I also believe these are things that need to be made 
clear in a relationship before the commitment is to cemented, everyone has the 
right to decide what they can deal with,  
• Yes, there are many times as a bisexual male that when I am being made love to 
that I transform my self into the female role and have felt many times to be a 
female in a male body. There are. A few times that I should have my pens 
removed and inset a vagina but don’t have the courage to go thru the process. 
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• Straight older white male who thinks people shouldn't get themselves tied up in 
labels or knots about who they or anyone else happens to be. Among other 
things, things change as a human evolves. Whatever. 
• We are extremely casual with labels and don't get too hung up on them/both 
describe ourselves as queer or gay interchangeably (treating "gay" as an 
ungendered term). I have never heard my partner describe his romantic and 
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Table 9 EFA 4 Factor Structure Matrix, WLSMV with CF-equamax Rotation 
Subscale and TPIPS Item Loadings                                        h2 
 1 2 3 4  
1. Identity Deferral      
I am struggling to reconcile my sexual 
identity and the gender identity of my 
partner(s). 0.55 -0.05 0.26 0.11 0.53 
I feel that my sexual identity has been 
erased. 0.47 0.04 0.07 0.30 0.47 
I am satisfied with how I label my sexual 
identity. -0.68 -0.22 0.10 -0.01 0.62 
2. Identity Revision      
I have become more flexible in how I define 
or describe my sexual identity as a result of 
my relationship(s). 0.21 0.43 0.05 0.12 0.44 
As a result of my relationship(s), I have 
changed the label I use to describe my sexual 
identity. 0.07 0.51 0.14 0.09 0.49 
As a result of my relationship(s), I have 
adopted a sexual identity label that better 
describes my sexual identity and honors the 
identity of my partner(s). 0.03 0.85 0.03 0.04 0.87 
I have changed the way I label my sexual 
identity after finding a label that more 
accurately reflects my experiences. -0.09 0.86 0.08 0.12 0.93 
I use different labels for my sexual identity 
interchangeably. -0.12 0.57 0.07 0.15 0.46 
I have changed the language I use to 
describe my sexual identity to better honor 
the gender identity of my partner(s). 0.14 0.34 0.08 0.30 0.47 
I changed how I label or describe my sexual 
identity to others so that I do not "out" 
myself or my partner(s) as TGNC. 0.12 0.77 0.02 0.15 0.91 
I reexamined how I label or describe my 
sexual identity as a result of my 
relationship(s). 0.20 0.36 0.22 0.17 0.54 
My partner(s) have questioned the 
authenticity of my sexual identity. 0.26 0.56 -0.06 0.11 0.59 
      
3. Partner Pressure      
My partner(s) pressured me to use a label for 
my sexual identity that does not align with 
how I personally identify. -0.06 0.08 0.61 0.20 0.63 
My partner(s) attempted to influence how I 
label my sexual identity. 0.25 -0.10 0.74 -0.01 0.72 
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Subscale and TPIPS Item Loadings                                        h2 
 1 2 3 4  
My partner(s) told me that they wished I 
would use a different label for my sexual 
identity. -0.10 0.01 0.84 0.15 0.89 
It upsets me when others make assumptions 
about my sexual identity based on the gender 
identity of my partner(s). -0.07 -0.08 0.85 0.07 0.79 
I am bothered by the difference between how 
I understand my sexual identity and how 
others perceive my sexual identity. 0.15 0.31 0.54 -0.15 0.57 
      
4. Social Pressure      
I find it frustrating that I have to explain my 
sexual identity to others. 0.08 -0.10 0.06 0.62 0.44 
I feel that others have questioned the 
authenticity of my sexual identity. 0.17 0.02 0.01 0.67 0.60 
I have hesitated to change how I label my 
sexual identity because I fear I will no longer 
be welcome in some spaces or communities. 0.02 0.07 0.09 0.72 0.72 
I have felt excluded from certain groups due 
to how others perceive my sexual identity. -0.18 0.01 0.01 0.77 0.65 
I am struggling to reconcile my sexual 
identity and the gender identity of my 
partner(s). 0.20 0.16 0.21 0.47 0.65 
I feel that my sexual identity has been 
erased. 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.65 0.64 
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Table 10 EFA 4 Factor Structure Matrix, WLSMV with CF-facparsim Rotation 
Subscale and TPIPS Item Loadings                                      h2 
 1 2 3 4  
1. Identity Deferral      
I am struggling to reconcile my sexual 
identity and the gender identity of my 
partner(s). 0.54 -0.14 0.26 0.13 0.51 
I don't know how to label my sexual identity. 0.80 0.20 0.08 0.04 0.94 
There is a label for my sexual identity, but I 
haven't found it yet. 0.63 0.22 0.29 0.04 0.89 
I am satisfied with how I label my sexual identity. -0.72 -0.10 0.09 -0.04 0.61 
      
2. Identity Revision      
How I describe my sexual identity to others has 
not changed as a result of my relationship(s). -0.19 -0.46 0.00 -0.12 0.42 
Conventional labels for my sexual identity (for 
example, gay, lesbian, bisexual, heterosexual) are 
too narrow to capture my experiences. 0.27 0.37 0.07 0.16 0.45 
I have become more flexible in how I define or 
describe my sexual identity as a result of my 
relationship(s). 0.14 0.47 0.15 0.14 0.51 
As a result of my relationship(s), I have changed 
the label I use to describe my sexual identity. 0.14 0.79 0.05 0.11 0.93 
As a result of my relationship(s), I have adopted a 
sexual identity label that better describes my 
sexual identity and honors the identity of my 
partner(s). 0.01 0.81 0.10 0.19 0.98 
I have changed the way I label my sexual identity 
after finding a label that more accurately reflects 
my experiences. -0.05 0.55 0.08 0.20 0.48 
I have changed the language I use to describe my 
sexual identity to better honor the gender identity 
of my partner(s). 0.22 0.69 0.05 0.22 0.96 
      
3. Partner Pressure      
My partner(s) pressured me to use a label for my 
sexual identity that does not align with how I 
personally identify. 0.23 -0.13 0.74 0.01 0.71 
My partner(s) attempted to influence how I label 
my sexual identity. -0.12 0.01 0.84 0.17 0.87 
My partner(s) told me that they wished I would 
use a different label for my sexual identity. -0.09 -0.07 0.84 0.09 0.77 
I have created my own label for my sexual 
identity because existing labels do not fit with my 
experiences. 0.20 0.28 0.55 -0.11 0.58 
My partner(s) have questioned the authenticity of 
my sexual identity. -0.07 0.07 0.61 0.22 0.61 
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Table 10 Continued 
Subscale and TPIPS Item Loadings                                      h2 
 1 2 3 4  
4. Social Pressure      
I use different labels for my sexual identity 
interchangeably. 0.17 0.28 0.09 0.34 0.47 
It upsets me when others make assumptions about 
my sexual identity based on the gender identity of 
my partner(s). 0.03 -0.15 0.06 0.62 0.42 
I am bothered by the difference between how I 
understand my sexual identity and how others 
perceive my sexual identity. 0.14 -0.06 0.01 0.69 0.58 
I find it frustrating that I have to explain my 
sexual identity to others. -0.01 0.01 0.10 0.74 0.69 
I feel that others have questioned the authenticity 
of my sexual identity. -0.23 -0.02 0.01 0.78 0.62 
I have hesitated to change how I label my sexual 
identity because I fear I will no longer be 
welcome in some spaces or communities. 0.19 0.08 0.22 0.50 0.63 
I have felt excluded from certain groups due to 
how others perceive my sexual identity. 0.10 0.01 0.08 0.67 0.62 
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Table 11 EFA 5 Factor Structure Matrix, WLSMV with CF-equamax Rotation 
Subscale and TPIPS Items Loadings h2 
 1 2 3 4 5  
1. Identity Revision       
I feel that there is no sexual identity label that applies 
to me. 0.76 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 0.07 0.72 
I have chosen to not label my sexual identity. 0.81 -0.02 -0.13 0.04 -0.93 0.65 
There is a label for my sexual identity, but I haven't 
found it yet. 0.60 -0.30 0.18 0.04 0.11 1.01 
Conventional labels for my sexual identity (for 
example, gay, lesbian, bisexual, heterosexual) are too 
narrow to capture my experiences. 0.42 0.02 0.26 -0.18 0.25 0.56 
I have created my own label for my sexual identity 
because existing labels do not fit with my experiences. 0.67 0.16 0.00 0.23 0.02 0.67 
I have become more flexible in how I define or 
describe my sexual identity as a result of my 
relationship(s). 0.43 0.16 0.31 -0.07 0.21 0.61 
       
2. Identity Satisfaction       
I feel that my sexual identity has been erased. (R) 0.12 -0.41 0.12 0.09 0.28 0.41 
I am struggling to reconcile my sexual identity and the 
gender identity of my partner(s). (R) 0.20 -0.50 0.04 0.28 0.06 0.50 
I feel that I have a better understanding of my sexual 
identity as a result of my relationship(s). 0.00 0.71 0.23 -0.08 0.09 0.71 
I am more confident about how I label my sexual 
identity as a result of my relationship(s). 0.11 0.93 0.13 -0.01 0.02 0.93 
I am satisfied with how I label my sexual identity. -0.29 0.54 -0.27 0.13 -0.01 0.54 
       
3. Affirmative Change       
How I describe my sexual identity to others has not 
changed as a result of my relationship(s). (R) -0.02 0.07 -0.57 -0.09 0.01 0.45 
My partner's gender identity has not impacted how I 
label or describe my sexual identity. (R) 0.08 0.30 -0.69 0.14 0.00 0.59 
As a result of my relationship(s), I have changed the 
label I use to describe my sexual identity. 0.18 0.12 0.80 0.08 -0.01 0.97 
As a result of my relationship(s), I have adopted a 
sexual identity label that better describes my sexual 
identity and 
honors the identity of my partner(s). 0.15 0.23 0.78 0.13 0.07 1.03 
I have changed the way I label my sexual identity after 
finding a label that more accurately reflects my 
experiences. 0.06 0.20 0.53 0.11 0.12 0.51 
I have changed the language I use to describe my 
sexual identity to better honor the gender identity of 
my partner(s). 0.12 0.00 0.77 0.12 0.08 1.01 
I changed how I label or describe my sexual identity to 
others so that I do not "out" myself or my partner(s) as 
TGNC. 0.07 -0.16 0.42 0.32 0.08 0.62 
I feel that I must change how I label my sexual identity 
to affirm the gender identity of my partner(s). 0.16 -0.32 0.50 0.16 0.03 0.79 
I reexamined how I label or describe my sexual 
identity as a result of my relationship(s). 0.15 -0.15 0.59 -0.02 0.07 0.66 
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Table 11 Continued       
Subscale and TPIPS Items Loadings h2 
 1 2 3 4 5  
4. Partner Pressure       
My partner(s) have questioned the authenticity of my 
sexual identity. 0.19 0.12 0.00 0.58 0.18 0.69 
My partner(s) pressured me to use a label for my 
sexual identity that does not align with how I 
personally identify. 0.26 -0.21 -0.08 0.72 -0.09 0.83 
A partner(s) (current or past) were uncomfortable with 
how I label my sexual identity. -0.03 0.08 0.01 0.73 0.24 0.83 
My partner(s) attempted to influence how I label my 
sexual identity. -0.05 0.01 0.11 0.89 0.02 0.94 
My partner(s) told me that they wished I would use a 
different label for my sexual identity. -0.05 -0.04 0.05 0.91 -0.08 0.84 
       
5. Social Pressure       
It upsets me when others make assumptions about my 
sexual identity based on the gender identity of my 
partner(s). -0.04 -0.09 -0.09 0.07 0.63 0.45 
I am bothered by the difference between how I 
understand my sexual identity and how others perceive 
my sexual identity. -0.03 -0.17 0.05 0.02 0.68 0.62 
I find it frustrating that I have to explain my sexual 
identity to others. 0.15 0.06 -0.06 -0.03 0.82 0.80 
I feel that others have questioned the authenticity of 
my sexual identity. -0.06 0.18 -0.06 -0.03 0.82 0.68 
I have hesitated to change how I label my sexual 
identity because I fear I will no longer be welcome in 
some spaces or communities. 0.15 -0.12 0.13 0.19 0.48 0.71 
I have felt excluded from certain groups due to how 
others perceive my sexual identity. -0.04 -0.12 0.11 0.11 0.64 0.67 
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Table 12 EFA 5 Factor Structure Matrix, WLSMV with CF-facparsim Rotation 
Subscale and TPIPS Items Loadings h2 
 1 2 3 4 5  
1. Identity Revision       
I have chosen to not label my sexual identity. 0.78 0.12 -0.21 0.03 0.13 0.63 
I feel that there is no sexual identity label that 
applies to me. 0.74 0.14 -0.12 -0.02 0.04 0.69 
I have created my own label for my sexual 
identity because existing labels do not fit with my 
experiences. 0.69 -0.06 -0.05 0.23 0.00 0.68 
I have become more flexible in how I define or 
describe my sexual identity as a result of my 
relationship(s). 0.49 -0.04 0.27 -0.06 0.21 0.61 
Conventional labels for my sexual identity (for 
example, gay, lesbian, bisexual, heterosexual) are 
too narrow to capture my experiences. 0.46 0.09 0.20 -0.17 0.24 0.55 
       
2. Identity Dissonance       
I am struggling to reconcile my sexual identity 
and the gender identity of my partner(s). 0.13 0.56 -0.07 0.26 0.02 0.58 
I feel that my sexual identity has been erased. 0.09 0.48 0.02 0.09 0.24 0.51 
I am satisfied with how I label my sexual identity. 
(R) -0.23 -0.64 -0.13 0.15 0.04 0.68 
I feel that I have a better understanding of my 
sexual identity as a result of my relationship(s). 
(R) 0.14 -0.69 0.32 -0.05 0.14 0.49 
I am more confident about how I label my sexual 
identity as a result of my relationship(s). (R) 0.27 -0.91 0.26 0.02 0.08 0.74 
       
3. Affirmative Change       
As a result of my relationship(s), I have adopted a 
sexual identity label that better describes my 
sexual identity and honors the identity of my 
partner(s). 0.28 -0.09 0.74 0.14 0.10 1.06 
As a result of my relationship(s), I have changed 
the label I use to describe my sexual identity. 0.29 0.03 0.74 0.08 0.01 1.01 
I have changed the language I use to describe my 
sexual identity to better honor the gender identity 
of my partner(s). 0.22 0.15 0.70 0.12 0.09 1.05 
I have changed the way I label my sexual identity 
after finding a label that more accurately reflects 
my experiences. 0.16 -0.10 0.52 0.12 0.14 0.53 
I reexamined how I label or describe my sexual 
identity as a result of my relationship(s). 0.19 0.27 0.50 -0.02 0.07 0.68 
How I describe my sexual identity to others has 
not changed as a result of my relationship(s). -0.07 -0.16 -0.51 -0.09 0.00 0.48 
       
4. Partner Pressure       
My partner(s) told me that they wished I would 
use a different label for my sexual identity. -0.03 0.05 0.04 0.90 0.09 0.84 
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Table 12 Continued 
Subscale and TPIPS Items Loadings h2 
 1 2 3 4 5  
My partner(s) attempted to influence how I label 
my sexual identity. -0.01 0.02 0.10 0.89 0.01 0.89 
A partner(s) (current or past) were uncomfortable 
with how I label my sexual identity. 0.01 -0.05 0.02 0.74 0.23 0.82 
My partner(s) pressured me to use a label for my 
sexual identity that does not align with how I 
personally identify. 0.23 0.25 -0.14 0.71 0.13 0.81 
My partner(s) have questioned the authenticity of 
my sexual identity. 0.23 -0.07 -0.01 0.58 0.17 0.67 
       
5. Social Pressure       
I feel that others have questioned the authenticity 
of my sexual identity. -0.01 -0.16 -0.04 0.00 0.82 0.69 
I find it frustrating that I have to explain my 
sexual identity to others. 0.18 -0.01 -0.08 0.00 0.80 0.80 
I am bothered by the difference between how I 
understand my sexual identity and how others 
perceive my sexual identity. -0.01 0.22 0.01 0.04 0.66 0.63 
I have felt excluded from certain groups due to 
how others perceive my sexual identity. -0.01 0.17 0.08 0.13 0.62 0.67 
It upsets me when others make assumptions about 
my sexual identity based on the gender identity of 
my partner(s). -0.03 0.11 -0.10 0.09 0.61 0.45 
I have hesitated to change how I label my sexual 
identity because I fear I will no longer be 
welcome in some spaces or communities. 0.17 0.19 0.08 0.20 0.46 0.69 
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Table 13 EFA 6 Factor Structure Matrix, WLSMV with CF-equamax Rotation 
Subscale and TPIPS Item Loadings h2 
 1 2 3 4 5 6  
1. Identity Deferral        
I feel that there is no sexual 
identity label that applies to me. 0.71 -0.01 0.03 -0.07 0.23 0.01 0.77 
I have created my own label for 
my sexual identity because 
existing labels do not fit with my 
experiences. 0.63 0.16 0.03 0.20 0.16 0.00 0.74 
I have chosen to not label my 
sexual identity. 0.79 -0.02 -0.12 0.03 0.09 -0.08 0.68 
There is a label for my sexual 
identity, but I haven't found it yet. 0.61 -0.31 0.14 0.08 0.01 0.16 1.04 
Conventional labels for my sexual 
identity (for example, gay, lesbian, 
bisexual, heterosexual) are too 
narrow to capture my experiences. 0.43 0.02 0.22 -0.14 0.00 0.29 0.58 
        
2. Identity Satisfaction        
I feel that my sexual identity has 
been erased. 0.09 -0.40 0.14 0.06 0.18 0.21 0.56 
Who I am physically, romantically, 
and sexually attracted to has not 
changed, but how I describe my 
attractions to others has. 0.25 0.33 0.18 0.10 0.13 0.18 0.44 
I feel that I have a better 
understanding of my sexual 
identity as a result of my 
relationship(s). -0.01 0.71 0.25 -0.08 -0.01 0.08 0.54 
I am more confident about how I 
label my sexual identity as a result 
of my relationship(s). 0.08 0.92 0.16 -0.01 -0.01 0.02 0.82 
I am satisfied with how I label my 
sexual identity. -0.29 0.54 -0.26 0.12 -0.01 -0.02 0.73 
        
3. Identity Revision        
My partner's gender identity has 
not impacted how I label or 
describe my sexual identity. 0.07 0.30 -0.67 0.12 0.09 -0.04 0.62 
How I describe my sexual identity 
to others has not changed as a 
result of my relationship(s). -0.03 0.08 -0.54 -0.12 0.09 -0.05 0.47 
As a result of my relationship(s), I 
have changed the label I use to 
describe my sexual identity. 0.18 0.12 0.78 0.09 -0.07 0.04 1.00 
As a result of my relationship(s), I 
have adopted a sexual identity 
label that better describes my 
sexual identity and honors the 
identity of my partner(s). 0.12 0.24 0.81 0.10 0.06 0.06 1.06 
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Table 13 Continued 
Subscale and TPIPS Item Loadings h2 
 1 2 3 4 5 6  
I have changed the way I label my 
sexual identity after finding a label 
that more accurately reflects my 
experiences. 0.09 0.18 0.46 0.18 -0.16 0.22 0.56 
I have changed the language I use 
to describe my sexual identity to 
better honor the gender identity of 
my partner(s). 0.10 0.00 0.78 0.11 0.04 0.08 1.04 
It upsets me when others pressure 
me to change how I label my 
sexual identity based on the gender 
identity of my partner(s). 0.09 -0.13 0.66 -0.07 0.15 0.00 0.71 
        
4. Identity Reexamination        
My partner(s) pressured me to use 
a label for my sexual identity that 
does not align with how I 
personally identify. 0.25 -0.20 -0.08 0.69 0.13 -0.10 0.90 
A partner(s) (current or past) were 
uncomfortable with how I label my 
sexual identity. -0.02 0.07 -0.05 0.73 0.08 0.26 0.90 
My partner(s) attempted to 
influence how I label my sexual 
identity. -0.07 0.02 0.11 0.86 0.13 0.00 1.02 
My partner(s) told me that they 
wished I would use a different 
label for my sexual identity. -0.04 -0.04 0.02 0.89 0.05 -0.05 0.90 
I feel that others have questioned 
the authenticity of my sexual 
identity. 0.19 0.12 -0.04 0.57 0.11 0.19 0.75 
        
5. Interpersonal Pressure        
I have not changed how I label my 
sexual identity because it is very 
important to me. -0.11 0.20 -0.16 0.16 0.52 -0.22 0.40 
I have chosen to maintain how I 
label my sexual identity even 
though it does not reflect the 
gender identity of my partner(s). 0.26 -0.02 -0.11 0.17 0.61 -0.27 0.62 
I reexamined how I label or 
describe my sexual identity as a 
result of my relationship(s). -0.11 -0.01 0.03 -0.06 0.69 0.15 0.59 
        
6. Identity Flexibility        
I am bothered by the difference 
between how I understand my 
sexual identity and how others 
perceive my sexual identity. 
 
 -0.04 -0.17 0.01 0.02 0.18 0.63 0.69 
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Table 13 Continued 
Subscale and TPIPS Item Loadings h2 
 1 2 3 4 5 6  
My sexual identity has not 
changed, but how others see my 
identity has changed. 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.11 0.36 0.27 
My partner(s) have questioned the 
authenticity of my sexual identity. -0.04 0.17 -0.17 0.01 0.09 0.83 0.77 
Table 13 Continued        
I use different labels for my sexual 
identity interchangeably. 0.09 -0.10 0.28 0.18 -0.07 0.34 0.56 
I have hesitated to change how I 
label my sexual identity because I 
fear I will no longer be welcome in 
some spaces or communities. 0.13 -0.12 0.11 0.19 0.17 0.44 0.76 
I have felt excluded from certain 
groups due to how others perceive 
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Table 14 Correlations, 4 Factor with CF-equamax 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Factor 1 1.000    
Factor 2 0.189 1.000   
Factor 3 0.137 0.178 1.000  
Factor 4 0.074 0.195 0.251 1.000 




Table 15 Correlations, 4 Factor with CF-facparsim 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Factor 1 1.000    
Factor 2 0.195* 1.000   
Factor 3 0.146* 0.118* 1.000  
Factor 4 0.121* 0.188* 0.237* 1.000 




Table 16 Correlations, 5 Factor with CF-equamax 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Factor 1 1.000     
Factor 2 -0.171 1.000    
Factor 3 0.299 -0.071 1.000   
Factor 4 0.209 -0.040 0.106 1.000  
Factor 5 0.179 -0.020 0.222 0.254 1.000 




Table 17 Correlations, 5 Factor with CF-facparsim 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Factor 1 1.000     
Factor 2 0.223* 1.000    
Factor 3 0.241* 0.122* 1.000   
Factor 4 0.188* 0.096* 0.057 1.000  
Factor 5 0.160* 0.089* 0.159* 0.221* 1.000 








  120 
Table 18 Correlations, 6 Factor with CF-equamax 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 
Factor 1 1.000      
Factor 2 -0.158 1.000     
Factor 3 0.304 -0.087 1.000    
Factor 4 0.177 -0.028 0.128 1.000   
Factor 5 0.146 -0.067 0.024 0.270 1.000  
Factor 6 0.125 -0.008 0.271 0.178 0.242 1.000 
Note. * p < 0.05 
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Informed Consent Agreement for Pilot Study 
TITLE: Development of the Transgender and Gender Nonconforming Individuals and their 
Partners Identity Processes Scale (TPIPS) 
  
INVESTIGATORS: Christine Rosner, M.Ed., Timothy Elliott, Ph.D., and Dan Brossart, 
Ph.D., Department Educational Psychology, Counseling Psychology, Texas A&M 
University 
  
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH: You are being invited to participate in a research study. 
The purpose of the study is to find which questions work best to measure the effect of 
gender transition on sexual identity. The research will result in a survey that could then be 
used in future research to understand the experiences of transgender and gender-
nonconforming (TGNC) individuals and their partners. Participation is entirely voluntary. 
Please read the information below. Feel free to ask questions about anything you do not 
understand.        
                
PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED DURING THE RESEARCH: Participants must be 
18 years of age or older to participate in this study. This research will take place online. It 
will take approximately thirty minutes to complete the study. 
  
During the study you will first be asked to answer questions regarding your demographics. 
You will then be asked to answer survey questions designed to measure your experiences 
related your sexual identity following either (1) your coming out as transgender or gender 
nonconforming or (2) your partner coming out as TGNC. The survey will ask questions 
regarding how you label or describe your sexual identity and how this label was explored, 
changed, given a different meaning, or remained unchanged as a result of these 
experiences. 
  
CONFIDENTIALITY: You have a right to privacy. Your participation in this study is 
confidential. In other words, there will be no way to connect your responses with your 
name or any other personally identifiable information. Demographic and survey questions 
are not specific enough for your responses to identify you. The results of this study may be 
published in a scientific journal or presented at professional meetings; however, reports or 
publications will not include any identifiers linking you to this study. 
  
Only the investigators of the study have access to your answers. Representatives of 
regulatory agencies such as the Office of Human Research Protections (OHRP) and entities 
such as the Texas A&M University Human Subjects Protection Program may access study 
records to make sure the study is run correctly, and that information is collected properly. 
  
RISKS TO PARTICIPANTS: There is minimal risk to involvement in this study. Some 
individuals may experience fatigue during the survey. Others may find survey questions 
bring up memories of loss related to past relationships or discomfort related to experiences 
of coming out. 
You are free to stop participation in the study at any time. 
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BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS: Individuals may find it interesting to reflect on their 
experiences. They may value that this study is working towards developing a measure that 
could be used to further understand the identity processes of TGNC individuals and their 
partners. 
  
COMPENSATION: Participants have the option to receive a $5 Amazon.com gift card. In 
order to receive the gift card, participants will be asked to provide their email address. 
They will receive the gift card via email. Participant email addresses will not be connected 
in any way to survey responses. Only Christine Rosner will have access to participant 
emails. If participants do not wish to provide this information, they will be able to 
complete the study but will not be eligible to receive compensation. 
  
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE RESEARCH: If you have questions regarding this research 
project or your participation, you may email Christine Rosner at cr1394@tamu.edu. If you 
have questions, complaints, or concerns about the research or about your rights as a 
research participant, you may contact the Texas A&M University Human Subjects 
Protection Program at 979.458.4067, toll-free at 1.855.795.8636, or email at 
irb@tamu.edu. 
  
PARTICIPANT RIGHTS AND RESEARCH WITHDRAWAL: Participation in this study 
is voluntary, and you have the choice to leave the survey at any time without penalty. You 
may decide not to begin or to stop participating at any time. 
  
SIGNATURE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT: By checking the box “I agree to 
participate,” you are signing this form. You also agree to take part in this research study. 
You are not giving up any legal rights. You are also indicating that you have read the 
above information, that you have had the opportunity to ask questions and to receive a 
copy of this informed consent agreement. You may end your participation at any time. 
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Pilot Study Demographic Survey 
 
1. What is your age (in years)? _______________ 
2. How would you describe your ethnicity (select all that apply)? 
o Arab or Middle Eastern 
o Asian or Pacific Islander 
o Black or African American 
o White or Caucasian 
o Hispanic or Latino 
o Indigenous or Aboriginal 
o Biracial or Multiracial _______________ 
o Other, please describe _______________ 
3. How would you describe the geographic area you grew up in? 
o Rural (less than 10,000 residents) 
o Suburban (10,000 – 100,000 residents) 
o Urban (over 100,000 residents) 
4. How would you describe the geographic area in which you are currently living? 
o Rural (less than 10,000 residents) 
o Suburban (10,000 – 100,000 residents) 
o Urban (over 100,000 residents) 
5. Gender identity refers to your internal understanding of yourself as being male, female, 
transgender, or gender nonconforming. For example, you may identify as male, female, 
transgender, agender, genderqueer, or another gender identity (American Psychological 
Association, 2015). How would you describe your gender identity? 
o Cisgender male 
o Cisgender female 
o Transgender male 
o Transgender female 
o Genderqueer/Queer 
o Gender fluid 
o Other gender identity, please describe _______________ 
6. Sexual identity refers to your romantic, physical, and sexual attraction to another 
individual(s). This includes the label you may adopt to describe your attractions to 
others. You may, for example, identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, asexual, or another 
sexual identity (American Psychological Association, 2015). How would you describe 








o Questioning/Not Sure 
o Other sexual identity, please describe _______________ 
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7. Are you currently or have you previously been in a relationship with someone who 
identifies as transgender or gender nonconforming? 
o Yes 
o No 
8. What is your current relationship status? 
o Single 
o In a relationship 




o Other, please describe _______________ 
9. How does/did your partner describe their gender identity? 
o Not applicable 
o Cisgender male 
o Cisgender female 
o Transgender male 
o Transgender female 
o Genderqueer/Queer 
o Gender fluid 
o Other gender identity, please describe _______________ 
10. How does/did your partner describe their sexual identity? 








o Questioning/Not Sure 
o Other sexual identity, please describe _______________ 
11. Is there anything else that you would like the researchers to know or understand about 
your sexual identity? _______________ 
12. Have you ever used a different label for your sexual identity? 
o Yes _______________ 
o No 
13. What is the highest level of education that you have completed? (If you are currently 
enrolled in school, please indicate the highest degree you have received).  
o Some schooling 
o High school graduate or GED 
o Some college credit, no degree 
o Trade/technical/vocational training 
o Associates degree 
o Bachelor’s degree 
o Master’s degree 
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o Doctoral degree 
o Professional degree (MD, JD, etc.) 
o Other type of advanced education _______________ 
14. Please use this space to write any feedback you may have about the demographic 
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Pilot Study Item Pool 
 
This survey is about the language we use to describe ourselves. Please read the following 
statements while reflecting on your experiences coming out as transgender or gender 
nonconforming (TGNC) or your experiences being in a relationship with someone who is 
TGNC. In particular, reflect on how this has impacted how you label, define, or describe 
your sexual identity to yourself and other people. Please respond to each item using the 
following scale: 
 










1. I feel that there is no sexual identity label that applies to me. 
2. I am struggling to reconcile my partner’s gender identity and my sexual identity. 
3. I have chosen to not label my sexual identity.  
4. I don’t know how to label my sexual identity. 
5. There is no label that accurately describes my sexual and emotional attractions or 
behaviors. 
6. There is a label for my sexual identity, but I haven’t found it yet. 
7. Conventional labels for sexual identity (for example, gay, lesbian, bisexual, 
heterosexual) are too narrow to capture my experiences.  
8. I feel that my sexual identity has been erased.  
9. Following my/my partners’ transition, how I label my sexual identity to others has 
not changed. 
10. I feel more confident in how I label or describe my sexual identity following 
my/my partners’ coming out as TGNC.  
[Please use this space to write any feedback you may have about the above items. Are any 
of the items difficult to understand or unclear? Is any of the wording offensive?] 
11. I am more certain about how I label my sexual identity following my/my partners’ 
coming out as TGNC. 
12. I feel that I have a better understanding of my sexual identity following my/my 
partners’ coming out as TGNC. 
13. I have not changed the way I label my sexual identity despite it not honoring the 
gender identity of my partner.  
14. My identity has not changed, but how others see my identity has changed.  
15. I do not want to change how I label my sexual identity. 
16. I am satisfied with how I label my sexual identity. 
17. My/my partners’ transition has not impacted the way I personally define my sexual 
identity in any way.  
18. My/my partners’ transition has not affected the way I define my sexual identity to 
others in any way.  
19. Please select “strongly agree.”  
20. My/my partners’ transition was not challenging for me in terms of how I personally 
define sexual identity.  
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[Please use this space to write any feedback you may have about the above items. Are any 
of the items difficult to understand or unclear? Is any of the wording offensive?] 
21. My/my partners’ transition was not challenging for me in terms of how I describe 
my sexual identity to others.  
22. I have not changed how I label, define, or describe my sexual identity because it is 
very important to me.  
23. How I see myself is more important than changing how I label, define, or describe 
my sexual identity. 
24. Labeling my sexual identity is not important to me. 
25. How I label, define, or describe my sexual identity personally has never changed.  
26. I have chosen to maintain how I label, define, or describe my sexual identity even 
though it does not reflect the gender identity of my partner. 
27. My partners’ gender identity has not impacted how I label or describe my sexual 
identity. 
28. Who I am physically, romantically, and sexually attracted to has not changed, but 
how I describe my attractions to others has.  
29. I have created my own label for my sexual identity because existing labels do not 
fit with my experiences.  
30. I have become more flexible in how I define or describe my sexual identity 
following my/my partners’ transition.  
31. Following my/my partners’ transition, I changed the label I use to describe my 
sexual identity.  
32. Following my/my partners’ transition, I adopted a sexual identity label that better 
describes how I personally define my sexual identity and honors the identity of my 
partner.  
33. I have altered the way I label my sexual identity after becoming more familiar with 
LGBTQ+ terminology and finding a label that more accurately reflects my 
sexual/romantic attractions and behaviors.  
34. I prefer to use an inclusive identity label (for example, queer). 
35. I use multiple different labels for my sexual identity. 
36. I use different labels for my sexual identity interchangeably.  
37. I used a different label or way of describing my sexual identity before I/my partners 
came out as TGNC.  
38. I have changed the language I use to describe my sexual identity to better honor my 
partner’s identity. 
39. I changed how I label or describe my sexual identity to others so that I do not “out” 
myself or my partner as TGNC. 
40. I feel that I must change how I label my sexual identity to affirm the gender 
identity of my partner. 
[Please use this space to write any feedback you may have about the above items. Are any 
of the items difficult to understand or unclear? Is any of the wording offensive?] 
41. After I/my partner came out as TGNC, I reexamined how I label or describe my 
sexual identity. 
42. Please select “disagree.” 
43. It upsets me when others question my sexual identity. 
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44. It upsets me when others pressure me to change how I label my sexual identity 
based on my/my partners’ gender identity.   
45. Other people do not understand my sexual identity.  
46. It upsets me when others re-identify me. 
47. My partner has pressured me to use a label for my sexual identity that does not 
align with how I personally identify.  
48. Other people (e.g., my family, my friends, peers) have pressured me to use a label 
for my sexual identity that does not align with how I personally identify.  
49. A partner (current or past) has been uncomfortable with how I label my sexual 
identity.  
50. My partner has attempted to influence how I label my sexual identity.  
51. My partner has told me that they wished I would use a different label for my sexual 
identity.  
52. I changed the way I describe my sexual identity to others to make it easier for 
others to understand.   
53. Following my/my partners’ transition, I feel that I have lost membership within 
certain communities. 
54. I am bothered by the difference between how others view my sexual identity and 
how I understand my sexual identity. 
55. Following my/my partners’ transition, I have struggled with my visibility as a 
sexual minority.  
56. I feel that I have lost a sense of community following my/my partners’ transition 
due to how I am now perceived by others.  
57. It bothers me when others make assumptions about my sexual identity. 
58. I find it frustrating that I have to explain my sexual identity to others.  
59. I feel that my partner has questioned the authenticity of my sexual identity.  
60. I feel that others have questioned the authenticity of my sexual identity.  
 
[Please use this space to write any feedback you may have about the above items. Are any 
of the items difficult to understand or unclear? Is any of the wording offensive?] 
61. I have changed how I label my sexual identity based on what is easier for others to 
understand. 
62. Please select “neutral.” 
63. I am hesitant to change how I label my sexual identity because I fear that I will no 
longer be welcome in some spaces or communities. 
64. Others make assumptions about my sexual identity based on the gender identity of 
my partner.  
65. I have felt excluded from certain groups due to how others perceive my sexual 
identity.  
66. I feel that I have gained a sense of community following my/my partners’ transition 
due to how I am now perceived by others.  
[Please use this space to write any feedback you may have about the above items. Are any 
of the items difficult to understand or unclear? Is any of the wording offensive?] 
[Please use this space to write any feedback you may have about your experience 
completing this survey. Do the items make sense with your own experiences? Are there 
any ideas you feel were left out and you feel would be important to include?] 
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If after participating in this study you feel that you have been psychologically or 
emotionally impacted, please contact one of the following resources or any other resource 
you know. 
Trans Lifeline 877-565-8860 
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) National 
Hotline 
1-888-843-4564 
The Trevor Project 1-866-448-7386 
National Suicide Prevention Hotline 1-800-273-TALK 
(8255) 
Find a local mental health professional Psychologytoday.com 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study! If you would like to receive a $5 
Amazon.com gift card, please select the link below and enter your email address to receive 
an electronic gift card. This link is in no way connected to your survey responses to ensure 
the confidentiality of your responses.  








  132 
Informed Consent Agreement for Operational Study 
  
TITLE: Development of the Transgender Individuals and their Partners Identity Processes 
Scale (TPIPS) 
  
INVESTIGATORS: Christine Rosner, M.Ed., Timothy Elliott, Ph.D., and Dan Brossart, 
Ph.D., Department Educational Psychology, Counseling Psychology, Texas A&M 
University 
  
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH: You are being invited to participate in a research study. 
The purpose of the study is to find which questions work best to measure the effect of 
gender transition on sexual identity. The research will result in a survey that could then be 
used in future research to understand the experiences of transgender and nonbinary 
individuals and their partners. Participation is entirely voluntary. Please read the 
information below. Feel free to ask questions about anything you do not 
understand.               
         
PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED DURING THE RESEARCH: Participants must be 
18 years of age or older to participate in this study. This research will take place online. It 
will take approximately thirty minutes to complete the study. 
  
During the study you will first be asked to answer questions regarding your demographics. 
You will then be asked to answer survey questions designed to measure your experiences 
related your sexual identity following either (1) your coming out as transgender or 
nonbinary or (2) your partner coming out as transgender or nonbinary. The survey will ask 
questions regarding how you label or describe your sexual identity and how this label was 
explored, changed, given a different meaning, or remained unchanged as a result of these 
experiences. 
  
CONFIDENTIALITY: You have a right to privacy. Your participation in this study is 
confidential. In other words, there will be no way to connect your responses with your 
name or any other personally identifiable information. Demographic and survey questions 
are not specific enough for your responses to identify you. The results of this study may be 
published in a scientific journal or presented at professional meetings; however, reports or 
publications will not include any identifiers linking you to this study. 
  
Only the investigators of the study have access to your answers. Representatives of 
regulatory agencies such as the Office of Human Research Protections (OHRP) and entities 
such as the Texas A&M University Human Subjects Protection Program may access study 
records to make sure the study is run correctly, and that information is collected properly. 
  
RISKS TO PARTICIPANTS: There is minimal risk to involvement in this study. Some 
individuals may experience fatigue during the survey. Others may find survey questions 
bring up memories of loss related to past relationships or discomfort related to experiences 
of coming out. 
You are free to stop participation in the study at any time. 
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BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS: Individuals may find it interesting to reflect on their 
experiences. They may value that this study is working towards developing a measure that 
could be used to further understand the identity processes of TGNC individuals and their 
partners. 
  
COMPENSATION: Participants have the option to enter into a drawing to receive a $25 
Amazon.com gift card. In order to receive the gift card, participants will be asked to 
provide their email address. They will receive the gift card via email. Participant email 
addresses will not be connected in any way to survey responses. Only Christine Rosner 
will have access to participant emails. If participants do not wish to provide this 
information, they will be able to complete the study but will not be eligible to receive 
compensation. 
  
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE RESEARCH: If you have questions regarding this research 
project or your participation, you may email Christine Rosner at cr1394@tamu.edu. If you 
have questions, complaints, or concerns about the research or about your rights as a 
research participant, you may contact the Texas A&M University Human Subjects 
Protection Program at 979.458.4067, toll-free at 1.855.795.8636, or email at 
irb@tamu.edu. 
  
PARTICIPANT RIGHTS AND RESEARCH WITHDRAWAL: Participation in this study 
is voluntary, and you have the choice to leave the survey at any time without penalty. You 
may decide not to begin or to stop participating at any time. 
  
SIGNATURE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT: By checking the box “I agree to 
participate,” you are signing this form. You also agree to take part in this research study. 
You are not giving up any legal rights. You are also indicating that you have read the 
above information, that you have had the opportunity to ask questions and to receive a 
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Operational Study Demographics 
 
1. What is your age (in years)? _______________ 
2. How would you describe your ethnicity (select all that apply)? 
o Arab or Middle Eastern 
o Asian or Pacific Islander 
o Black or African American 
o White or Caucasian 
o Hispanic or Latino 
o Indigenous or Aboriginal 
o Biracial or Multiracial _______________ 
o Other ethnicity, please describe _______________ 
3. Gender identity refers to your internal understanding of yourself as being male, female, 
transgender, or nonbinary. For example, you may identify as male, female, transgender, 
agender, genderqueer, or another gender with another identity (American 
Psychological Association, 2015). How would you describe your gender identity? 
o Agender 
o Cisgender female 
o Cisgender male 
o Gender fluid 
o Genderqueer/Queer 
o Nonbinary 
o Transgender female 
o Transgender male 
o Other gender identity, please describe _______________ 
4. Sexual identity refers to your sense of identity or self based upon physical and sexual 
attraction to others. This includes the label you may adopt to describe your attractions 
to others. You may, for example, identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, asexual, or another 
sexual identity (American Psychological Association, 2015). How would you describe 
your sexual identity? 









o Questioning/Not sure 
o Other sexual identity, please describe _______________ 
5. Romantic orientation refers to your sense of identity or self based upon romantic or 
emotional attractions to others. You may, for example, identify as aromantic (as not 
experiencing romantic attraction to individuals of any gender(s)), panromantic (as 
experiencing romantic attraction towards individuals of all/every gender(s)), or with 
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o Other, please describe _______________ 
6. What is your current relationship status? 
o Single 
o In a relationship 




o Other, please describe _______________ 
7. Are you currently or have you previously been in a relationship with someone who 
identifies as transgender or nonbinary? 
o Yes 
o No 
8. (If yes to item 7) How does/did your partner(s) describe their gender identity? 
o Agender 
o Cisgender female 
o Cisgender male 
o Gender fluid 
o Genderqueer/Queer 
o Nonbinary 
o Transgender female 
o Transgender male 
o Other gender identity, please describe _______________ 









o Other, please describe _______________ 
10. (If yes to item 7) How does/did your partner(s) describe their sexual identity? 
o Asexual  
o Bisexual 








o Questioning/Not sure 
o Other sexual identity, please describe _______________ 
11. Is there anything else that you would like the researchers to know or understand about 
your gender and sexual identity? _______________ 
12. Have you ever used a different label for your sexual identity? 
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Operational Study Item Pool 
 
This survey is about the language we use to describe ourselves in relationships. Please read 
the following statements while reflecting on your experiences (1) coming out as 
transgender or gender nonconforming (TGNC) and being in a relationship or (2) being in 
or having previously been in a relationship with someone who identifies as TGNC. In 
particular, reflect on how this has impacted how you label, define, or describe your sexual 
identity to yourself and other people. 
 
1 2 3 5 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. I feel that there is no sexual identity label that applies to me.  
2. I am struggling to reconcile my sexual identity and the gender identity of my 
partner(s). 
3. I have chosen to not label my sexual identity.  
4. I don't know how to label my sexual identity. 
5. There is a label for my sexual identity, but I haven't found it yet.  
6. Conventional labels for my sexual identity (for example, gay, lesbian, bisexual, 
heterosexual) are too narrow to capture my experiences.  
7. I feel that my sexual identity has been erased.  
8. How I describe my sexual identity to others has not changed as a result of my 
relationship(s).  
9. I feel that I have a better understanding of my sexual identity as a result of my 
relationship(s).  
10. I am more confident about how I label my sexual identity as a result of my 
relationship(s).  
11. My sexual identity has not changed, but how others see my identity has changed.  
12. I am satisfied with how I label my sexual identity.  
13. I have not changed how I label my sexual identity because it is very important to me.  
14. Labeling my sexual identity is not important to me.  
15. I have chosen to maintain how I label my sexual identity even though it does not 
reflect the gender identity of my partner(s).  
16. My partner's gender identity has not impacted how I label or describe my sexual 
identity.  
17. Who I am physically, romantically, and sexually attracted to has not changed, but 
how I describe my attractions to others has.  
18. I have created my own label for my sexual identity because existing labels do not fit 
with my experiences.  
19. I have become more flexible in how I define or describe my sexual identity as a 
result of my relationship(s). 
20. As a result of my relationship(s), I have changed the label I use to describe my 
sexual identity.  
21. As a result of my relationship(s), I have adopted a sexual identity label that better 
describes my sexual identity and honors the identity of my partner(s). 
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22. I have changed the way I label my sexual identity after finding a label that more 
accurately reflects my experiences.  
23. I use different labels for my sexual identity interchangeably.  
24. I have changed the language I use to describe my sexual identity to better honor the 
gender identity of my partner(s). 
25. I changed how I label or describe my sexual identity to others so that I do not "out" 
myself or my partner(s) as TGNC.  
26. I feel that I must change how I label my sexual identity to affirm the gender identity 
of my partner(s).  
27. I reexamined how I label or describe my sexual identity as a result of my 
relationship(s).  
28. It upsets me when others pressure me to change how I label my sexual identity based 
on the gender identity of my partner(s).  
29. It upsets me when others make assumptions about my sexual identity based on the 
gender identity of my partner(s).  
30. My partner(s) pressured me to use a label for my sexual identity that does not align 
with how I personally identify.  
31. Other people (for example, my family, friends, peers) have pressured me to use a 
label for my sexual identity that does not align with how I personally identify. 
32. A partner(s) (current or past) were uncomfortable with how I label my sexual 
identity.  
33. My partner(s) attempted to influence how I label my sexual identity.  
34. My partner(s) told me that they wished I would use a different label for my sexual 
identity. 
35. I have changed the way I describe my sexual identity to others to make it easier for 
others to understand.  
36. I am bothered by the difference between how I understand my sexual identity and 
how others perceive my sexual identity.  
37. I find it frustrating that I have to explain my sexual identity to others.  
38. My partner(s) have questioned the authenticity of my sexual identity.  
39. I feel that others have questioned the authenticity of my sexual identity.  
40. I have hesitated to change how I label my sexual identity because I fear I will no 
longer be welcome in some spaces or communities.  
41. I have felt excluded from certain groups due to how others perceive my sexual 
identity.  
 
If after participating in this study you feel that you have been psychologically or 
emotionally impacted, please contact one of the following resources or any other resource 
you know. 
Trans Lifeline 877-565-8860 
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) National 
Hotline 
1-888-843-4564 
The Trevor Project 1-866-448-7386 
National Suicide Prevention Hotline 1-800-273-TALK 
(8255) 
Find a local mental health professional Psychologytoday.com 
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Thank you for your participation in this study! If you would like to enter into a drawing to 
win a $25 Amazon.com gift card, please copy the link below into a new window to enter 
your email address to receive an electronic gift card. This link is in no way connected to 
your survey to ensure the confidentiality of your responses. Please be sure to click the 
"next" button at the bottom of this page to complete the survey. 
 [gift card link] 
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Transgender and Gender Nonconforming Individuals and their Partners Identity Process 
Scale (TPIPS) 
 
This survey is about the language we use to describe ourselves in relationships. Please 
read the following statements while reflecting on your experiences (1) coming out as 
transgender or gender nonconforming (TGNC) and being in a relationship or (2) being in 
or having previously been in a relationship with someone who identifies as TGNC. In 
particular, reflect on how this has impacted how you label, define, or describe your 
sexual identity to yourself and other people. 
     
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1. I don't know how to label my sexual identity. 
2. There is a label for my sexual identity, but I haven't found it yet.  
3. I am satisfied with how I label my sexual identity. 
4. As a result of my relationship(s), I have changed the label I use to describe my sexual 
identity.  
5. As a result of my relationship(s), I have adopted a sexual identity label that better 
describes my sexual identity and honors the identity of my partner(s). 
6. I have changed the way I label my sexual identity after finding a label that more 
accurately reflects my experiences.  
7. I have changed the language I use to describe my sexual identity to better honor the 
gender identity of my partner(s). 
8. My partner(s) pressured me to use a label for my sexual identity that does not align 
with how I personally identify.  
9. My partner(s) attempted to influence how I label my sexual identity.  
10. My partner(s) told me that they wished I would use a different label for my sexual 
identity.  
11. My partner(s) have questioned the authenticity of my sexual identity.  
12. I am bothered by the difference between how I understand my sexual identity and 
how others perceive my sexual identity. 
13. I find it frustrating that I have to explain my sexual identity to others. 
14. I feel that others have questioned the authenticity of my sexual identity. 
15. I have hesitated to change how I label my sexual identity because I fear I will no 
longer be welcome in some spaces or communities.  
16. I have felt excluded from certain groups due to how others perceive my sexual 
identity. 
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TPIPS Scoring 
 
Identity Deferral = Total of Items 1, 2, 3 (Note: Item 3 is Reverse Scored) 
Identity Revision = Total of Items 4, 5, 6, 7 
Partner Pressure = Total of Items 8, 9, 10, 11 
Social Pressure = Total of Items 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 
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Figure 3 CFA Model 
